1927

By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H, R. 15948) granting an increase
of pension to Ellen Harbangh; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 15940) granting an increase of pension to
Mary H. Stimel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. YATES: A bill (H. R. 15050) granting an increase
of pension to Ellen Everts; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 15951) granting an increase of pension
to Julia B. Green; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 15952) granting an increase of pension
to Ella L. White; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 15953) granting an increase of pension to
Mary C. Baker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. )

Also, a bill (H. R. 15954) granting an increase of pension to
Eliza A. Marks: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 15955) granting an increase of pension to
Madora N. Kingston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ZIHLMAN : A bill (H. R. 15956) granting an increase
of pension to Virginia Morris; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. ABERNETHY: A bill (H. R. 15957) granting a
pension to Naney Elizabeth Paul ; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 15958) grantirg a pension to Ada Daniels
Simpson; to the Committee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under elause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

4449, By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT : Petition of California Eco-
nomic Research Council, asking for appropriation for Bureau of
Soils so as to bring work in arrears up to date; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

4450. Also, petition of Mrs. M. F. Hollenbeak and 106 citizens
of the community of Fall River Mills, Calif., protesting against
the compulsory Sunday observance, as proposed in House bills
10311, 1023, 7179, and 7822; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

4451, Also, petition of Tmproved Order of Red Men of the
Reservation of California, condemning action of Congress on
the recent urgent deficiency appropriation act of Congress in-
cluding an item of $100,000 for the construction of a bridge
across the Colorado River at Lees Ferry, Ariz., which was to be
reimbursed out of the Navajo tribal fund; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

4452. Also, petition of board of directors of the San Francisco
Chamber of Gommerce, urging that the Swing-Johnson bill
should be passed at the present session of Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. )

4453, By Mr. GALLIVAN : Petition of J. F. McEvoy, 39 Har-
vest Street, Dorchester, Mass,, urging the enactment of prompt
legislation to clear np the situation regarding radio broadcast-
ing; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

4454, By Mr. GARDER : Petition of the American Silver Pro-
ducers’ Association, urging enactment of Senate bill 756; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

4455. By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Petition of Mrs. C.
Myers and 24 other citizens of Winlock, Wash., urging that com-
pilsory Sunday observance legislation be not passed; to the
Comiittee on the Distriet of Columbia.

4456. By Mrs. KAHN: Petition by the San Francisco Labor
Couneil, urging that all contracts calling for the expenditure of
public moneys contain a clause stipulating the employment of
Ameriean citizens in the execution thereof; to the Committee
on Labor.

4457. By Mr. MOONEY : Petition of sundry citizens of Cleve-
land, protesting House bill 10311, to secure Sunday as a day of
rest in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

4458. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the
Great Lakes Harbors Association, in convention assembled at
BufTalo, N. Y., November 16 and 17, 1926, protesting against any
legislation that may sanction, or tend to sanction, the diversion
or abstraction of waters likely to lower the levels of the Great
Lakes; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

4459. Also, petition of the International Association of Gar-
ment Manufacturers of New York, favoring the passage of the
Cooper bill (H. R, 86533) ; to the Committee on Labor,

4460. Also, petition of the Eastern Broom Manufacturers &
Supply Dealers Association of Pennsylvania, favoring the pas-
ﬁge of House bill 8653, the Cooper bill; to the Committee on

bor.
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4461. Also, petition of the First National Bank of Brook-
Iyn, N. Y., in favor of the McFadden bill withont the Hull
amendment; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

4462. By Mr, SHALLENBERGER: Petition of Katherine
Hornbacher and others, requesting the defeat of House bills
10311, 10123, 7179, and 75822; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

4463. Also, petition of T. J. Birchall and others, requesting
Congress not to pass House bills 10311, 10123, 7179, and 7822;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

4464, By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens
of Kittanning, Pa., in favor of legislation to increase the rates
of pension for Civil War veterans and their widows; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

4465. By Mr. THOMPSON : Petition of citizens of Paulding
County, Ohio, protesting against compulsory Sunday obsery-
ance; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

4466. By Mr. TILSON: Petition of Robert W. Brown and
other residents of New Haven, Conn., urging the enactment of
legislation providing for the defense of the United States
ﬁhﬁst attack from the air; to the Commiitee on Military

S.

SENATE

Tuvrspay, January 6, 1927

The Chaplain, Rev, J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Our heavenly Father, Thou has been very graeious unto
us in Thy dealings day after day, granting unto us added
opportunities for notable service in connection with the world’s
work and with our own home life and obligations. Guide us
this day so that whatever may be done or said may be agree-
able to Thy mind and will. Lead us always. We ask in Jesus
Christ’s name. Amen,

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of yester-
day’s proceedings when, on request of Mr. Cumris and by
unanimous consent, the forther reading was dispensed with
and the Journal was approved.

SETTLEMENT OF SHIPPING BOARD CLATMS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the chairman of the United States Shipping Board,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of claims arbitrated or
settled by agreement from October 16, 1925, to October 15,
1926, by the United States Shipping Board, and/or United
States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation, which,
with the aceompanying report, was referred to the Committee
on Commerce,

PEDESTAL FOR ALBERT GALLATIN STATUE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-
ments of the House of Representatives to the joint resolution
(S. J. Res. 113) authorizing the selection of a gite and the
erection of a pedestal for the Albert Gallatin statue in Wash-
ington, D, C., which were, on page 1, line 10, after the word
“ Commission,” to insert “subject to the approval of the Joint
Committee on the Library"”; and on page 2, line 1, after the
word * Commission' to insert “and by the Joint Committee
on the Library.”

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I move that the Senate concur
in the House amendments.

The motion was agreed to,

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action of
the House of Representatives agreeing to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
14827) making appropriations for the Department of the Inte-
rior for the fiscal year ending Jume 30, 1928, and for other
purposes, and receding from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate No. 37 and concurring therein with an
amendment as follows:

In lien of the matter proposed by said amendment insert the
following :

HOWARD UNIVERSITY

Salaries: For payment in full or in part of the salaries of the offi-
cers, professors, teachers, and other regular employees of the university,
the balance to be paid from privately contributed funds, $150,000, of
which snm not less than $2,200 shall be used for normal Instruction;

General expenses: For eguipment, supplies, apparatus, furniture,
cases and shelving, stationery, ice, repairs to buildings and groumds,
aund for other necessary expenses, including $17.600 for paywent to
Freedmen's Hospital for beat and light, $68,000;
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For the construction of onme additional dormitory building for young
women, $150,000,

Mr. SMOOT. I move that the Senate agree to the amend-
ment of the House to Senate amendment No. 37.

The motion was agreed to.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a telegram in
the nature of a petition from Sam L. Morley, general manager
Oklahoma Cotton Growers' Association, at Oklahoma City,
Okla., embodying a resolution passed by the Legislature of the
State of Oklahoma at the present session, praying for the
passage of the bill (8. 4808) to establish a Federal farm board
to aid in the orderly marketing and in the control and dispo-
sition of the surplus of agricultural commodities, which was
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. WARREN presented a telegram in the nature of a
memorial from sundry citizens of Goshen County, Wyo., remon-
strating against any interference by the United States Govern-
ment with affairs in Mexico, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. FRAZIER presented the petitions of F. E. Hunt and 33
other citizens of Grand Forks, of C. 8. Langley and 18 other
citizens of Minot, of J. O. Boyd and 12 other citizens of
Powers Lake, of 0. E. Gridin and 28 other citizens of Shey-
enne, of W. D. Archibald and 21 other citizens of Williston,
and of A. V. Hanson and 34 other citizens of Litchville, all in
the State of North Dakota, praying for the prompt passage
of the so-called White radio bill, which were ordered to lie on
the table.

Mr. COPELAND presented the following telegram, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed in the REcoORD:

Los ANGELES, CALIF,, January 6, 1927.
Senator R. 8. COPELAND,
United Btates Senate, Washingion, D. C.:

On account of its vital interest to the progress and development of
southern California the Southern California Alumni Association, of
the University of Michigan, ask that you lend your support to and
vote in favor of the Swing-Johnson bill providing the damming of
the Colorado River. We consider this a matter of vital concern to the
entire country, inasmuoch as our wealth and enterprise and our well-
being affect the national wealth enterprise and well-being,

A, C. DuckerT,
Pregident Southern Californiac Alwmni Association
of the University of Michigan.

Mr. COPELAND also presented the following letters, which
were oidered to lie on the table and to be printed in the
REcorp :

NEw York, Januery §, 1927,

Dear Siz: I most emphatically eppose the so-called maternity act
to be brought up in the Senate at this session.

As a Democrat, your traditional principles will preserve you from
supperting this extension of Federal control and interference with the
affairs peculiarly belonging to the States.

Yours obediently,
LaraaM G. Remp.

To Senator COPELAND.

DrMOCRATIC STATE COMMITTER,
WoMEN’S ACTIVITIES,
New York City, January 5, 1927,

Hon. Rovarn 8. COPELAND,
United States Senate, Washington, D, C.

My Desr BExaror CoPELAND: I have had a request from the League
of Women Voters that we urge your support of the Sheppard-Towner
bill.

1 hardly think it is necessary to urge this, as I know you as a
doctor must appreciate the wonderful good which the working out of
this b#fl bas accomplished, especially in the rural districts of our
own State, wherever it has been used.

I think this aid could be given much more extensively than it is
at present.

Of course, I realize that the old State rights cry might be raised,
but then we might just as well give up any agricultural aid or any
nid towards road building, and I do think mothers and babies are a
fairly important asset to this country, and I feel sure that you feel
the same.

Very sincerely yours,
ELrgaxor ROOSEVELT.
(Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt.)
DENATURANTS IN ALCOHOL

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, of course not all the people
in my State take the same view of the Volstead Act and its
enforcement that Governor Smith and I do. In evidence of
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this are two telegrams which I ask to have inserted in the
Recorp at this point.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The telegrams are as follows:

Burraro, N. Y., January §, 1927,
Hon. RovAn 8. COPELAND,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

In connection present hysteria over denaturants in tax-free alcohol,
we respectfully urge careful consideration of the need of legitimate
industry under a 20-year-old statute which was enacted to encourage
our chemical industry. Present formul® are based on sound scientific
principles, and any hasty change might have a crippling effect upon
our operations. We support Treasury Department's attitude that de-
naturation is an industrial problem and not a prohibition question,

FPierce & StEvexs (Ixc.).

Isurp, N. Y., January 4§, 1927,
Senator COPELAND,
Washington, D, C.:

I sent the following telegram to Speaker of the House and Presid-
ing Officer of United States Senate. Please tell the wet Senators for
me I consgider them nothing but traitors to the Constitution of the
United States. I believe the Government should put more poison in
alecohol instead of less, and kill the nullifiers of the Constitution off
by the hundreds of thousands, and the wet Senators should die
first. They are mothing but poor white trash, and mighty poor
at that, and would never be missed. Other men gave their lives
for the Constitution of the United States, but the wet Senators and
men of their stand are not willing even to give up a glass of rum for
the Constitution.

Jorx C. Doxsgx.

APPRECIATION OF UNITED SPANISH WAR VETERANS

Mr. MEANS presented a resolution adopted by the annual
encampment of the United Spanish War Veterans, which was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS UNITED SPANISH WAR VETERANS,
Woodward Building, Washington, D, C.
Resolution 20

The United Spanish War Veterans In encampment assembled send
greetings to the Congress of the United States,

We herewith express our thanks for the passage of House bill 8132
for the relief of veterans, their widows, and dependents of the Spanish
War and campaigns incident thereto. We desire to especially acknowl-
edge the fine services of Sepator PETeEr NOmBECK, chalrman of the
Senate Pensions Committee, and Hon. HiroLDp KNUTSON, chairman of
the Pension Committee of the House of Representatives,

The executive department of the Government ls cofumended for the
selection of Hon. Winfield Scott to be Commissioner of Pensions. His
fairmindedness and prompt and courteous treatment of disabled service
men has endeared him to the hearts of all veterans.

We are grateful that our Nation has remembered the boys of 1898,

This is to certify that the above is an authentic copy of a resolution
adopted at the twenty-eighth annual encampment, United Spanish War
Veterans, held at Des Moines, Towa, August 15 to 19, 1926,

[SEAL.] Jas. J. MunpHY,

Quartermaster General.

NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS AND NATIONAL DEFENSE

Mr. MEANS. Mr. President, on to-morrow, as soon as I am
able to receive recognition by the Chair, I wish to express, by
reason of my position at the head of one of the great veterans'
organizations, their opinion and my own, and I believe the
opinion of the vast group of veterans of the United States, upon
national preparedness and national defense and our immediate
duty in regard to the same.

THE RADIO LEGISLATION

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I have received a large
number of petitions, memorials, and letters protesting against
the delay in the settlement of the radio bill. I should like
very much to ask one of the Senators in charge of the con-
ference on that bill what progress has been made and what
chance there is for the future, However, I do not see any one
of them in the Chamber at this time, so I suppose I must post-
pone the inquiry until they are present.

THE PROHIBITION LAW

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, the governor of my State
in his annual message made reference to the passage of the
referendum and emphasized the duty of the legislature to
memorialize the Congress regarding the Volstead Act. I ask
that the recommendation may be read by the clerk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read as requested.




The Chief Clerk read as follows:

[From the annusl message of Governor Smith to the legislature]
EECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY GOVERNOR SMITH ON CHANGES IN AND
ENFORCEMENT OF THE DEY LAW

At the recent election there was submitted to a referendum of the
people the question of whether or not they desired a modification of the
Federal statute giving force and effect to the eighteenth amendment
to our Federal Comstitution. By 1,164,586 majority the people of the
State.of New York voted for modification of the statute,

1 believe that the duty now rests mpon the legislature to pass suit-
able resolutions conveving in a formal manner the result of that vote
to the Congress of the United States and memorializing it on behalf
of the State of New York to enact at the earliest possible moment a
sane, sensible, reasonable definition of what constitutes an intoxicant
under the eighteenth amendment, so that harmless beverages which
our people have enjoyed for more than 4 century may be restored to
them,

In the meantime, however, 1t must be borne in mind that, until sach
modification is effective, the Federal statute and the eighteenth amend-
ment are just as much the law of this State as any of our own Btate
statutes. This has been definitely settled by a decision of the United
Btates Supreme Court.

I again warn sheriffs and peace officers generally that it is their
sworn duty to enforce these laws. Failure to perform this duty I will
consider as serfous an offense as a failure to obey the State statutes,
and when laid before me, sustained by proper and competent testimony,
1 will exercise witbout fear or favor the power of removal wherever
it is vested in me.

Mr. COPELAND. I was anxious to have this inserted in the
Recorp in order that the attitude of the governor of my State
might be nnderstood. I saw an oufrageous attack made upon
him recently. A minister, failing to diseriminate between the
Volstead Act and the eighteenth amendment, seriously eriti-
cized Governor Smith, because, as the minister put it, of
“ Smith’s desire to nullify the eighteenth amendment.”

The attitude of Governor Smith is now and has always been
in favor of compliance with the eighteenth amendment His
contention, as indicated by this portion of his message of yester-
day, makes clear that it is his desire merely to have a modi-
fication of the Volstead Act to permit the sale of liguor of
higher alcoholic content than is permitted by the Volstead Act,
but under no eircumstances, of course, to be of such aleoholic
content as to violate the eighteenth amendment.

DISMISSAL OF POSTMASTER IN SOUTH CAROLINA

Mr. BLEASH. Mr. President, some time ago a nomination
for the reappointment of a postmaster in my State was sent to
the Senate, and on some complaint which I had heard I had it
held up. The Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads were
about to appoint a subcommittee to investigate the matter. In
the meantime the matter was taken up by the Civil Service
Commission. Day before yesterday a report came from the
Civil Service Commission signed by its secretary, Mr. Doyle, in
which it was stated that the proof had disclosed that this
postmaster had received some money from two men at another
place for the purpose of having them appointed rural mail car-
riers or city mail carriers, whichever it happened to be. Imine-
diately upon the receipt of that letter I called if, through a
friend of mine, to the attention of the Postmaster General.
The Postmaster General immediately, without & moment’s hesi-
tation, took it up with the President of the United States, and
on yesterday, in less than 24 hours from the time the Post-
master General received the information that the money had
passed, the nomination of that postmaster was withdrawn from
the Senate. As a matter of fact the two men who paid this
money were not appointed to office. I feel that it is fair and
just to the Postmaster General, as well as to the President, to
state that immediately—not to-morrow, but to-day—immediately
upon receipt of that information the man was dismissed from
office,

REPORTS OF ERIDGE BILLS FROM THE COMMERCE COMMITTEE

Mr. STEWART, from the Committee on Commerce, to which
was referred the bill (8. 4831) granting the consent of
to the highway department of Davidson County, of the State of
Tennessee, to construct a bridge across Cumberland River at a
point near Andersons Bluff, connecting Old Hickory or Jackson-
ville, Tenn., by way of the Gallatin Pike, with Nashville, in
Davidson County, Tenn., reported it with an amendment and
submitted a report (No. 1215) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred
the following bills, reported them severally with amendments,
and submitted reports thereon:

A bill (8. 4702) to extend the time for the construetion of
a bridge across the Kanawha River at Kanawha Falls, Fayette
County, W. Va. (Rept. No. 1216) ;
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A bill (8. 4813) granting the consent of Congress to the
Minneapolis, Northfield & Southern Railway to eonstruct, main-
tain, and operate a railroad bridge across the Minnesota River
(Rept. No. 1217) ; and

A bill (8. 4862) granting the consent of Congress to the com-
missioners of Fayetfe and Washington Counties, Pa., to recon-
struct the bridge across the Monongahela River at Belle Vernon,
Fayette County, Pa. (Rept. No. 1218).

MISSISSIPPI RIVER BRIDGE AT LANSING, JOWA

Mr, STEWART. Mr., President, I ask unanimouns consent
for the immediate consideration of the bill (H. R. 10857)
granting the consent of Congress to the Interstate Bridge Co.,
of Lansing, Towa, to construct a bridge across the Mississippi
River at Lansing,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

Mr. JONES of Washington,
bill in regular form?

Mr. STEWART. It is.

Mr. LENROOT. I would like to ask a question of the
Senator from Iowa. Where iz the bridge to be located?

Mr. STEWART. At Lansing, Iowa.

Mr. LENROOT. Down the river below the Wisconsin line?

Mr. STEWART. Yes. It was approved by the committee
and is on the ealendar. *

Mr. LENROOT, The only reason why I asked the ques-
tion is that there are some negotiations pending for a bridge
at a point between Wisconsin and Iowa, but I understand
this has nothing to do with that matter,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is informed that there
is an amendment pending, which will be stated.

The LeGisLATIVE CLERK. An amendment by the Senator from
Texas [Mr. MAyrIgLD], on page 5, to add a4 new section to be
known as section 9——

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, that amend-
ment ean not be considered at this time,

Mr. CURTIS. I ask that the bill may go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will go over.

CUMBERLAND RIVER BRIDGE, TENNESSEE

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, a bridge bill has just been
reported with reference to a bridge over the Cumberland River
in my State. It is a bridge bill in the ordinary form. I would
like very much to have unanimous consent for the present
consideration of the bill. It is the bill (8. 4831) granting
the consent of Congress to the highway department of David-
son County, of the State of Tennessee, to construet a bridge
across Cumberland River at a point near Andersons Bluff,
connecting Old Hickory or Jacksonville, Tenn., by way of the
Gallatin Pike, with Nashville, in Davidson County, Tenn.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Tennessee?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been
reported from the Committee on Commerce with an amendment,

The amendment was, on page 2, line 5§, after the numerals
“1906," to insert a comma and the words “and subject to the
conditions and limitations contained in this act,” so as to
make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted to
the highway department of Davidson County, of the State of Tennessee,
and its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a
bridge and appmacha thereto across the Cumberland River at a point
sultabla to the interests of pavigation, near Andersons Bluff, connect-
ing 0ld Hickory or Jacksonville, by way of the Gallatin Pike, with
Nashville, in Davidson County, State of Tennessee, in accordance with
the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the construction
of bridges over navigable waters,” approved March 23, 1906, and sub-
ject to the conditions and limitations contained in this act.

8ec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

The amendment was agreed fo.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendment was concurred in. 5

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

MONONGAHELA RIVER ERIDGE, PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I make the
same request with reference to the bill just reported for a
bridge in Pennsylvania, which is in the usual form.

Mr. CURTIS. The bill is in the regular form?

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. It is Senate bill 4862, just re-
ported by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. STEWART].

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

I understand this is a bridge
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There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (8. 4862) granting the
consent of Congress to the commissioners of Fayette and Wash-
ington Counties, Pa., to reconsiruct the bridge across the
Monongahela River at Belle Vernon, Fayette County, Pa.,
which has been reported from the Committee on Commerce
with amendments,

The amendments were, on page 1, line 6, before the word
“the,” to strike out “ maintain, and operate”; in the same line,
after the word “the,” to insert “existing”; and in line 8, after
the name *“Pennsylvania” and the comma, to insert * with
such changes in clearances as may be approved by the Chief
of Engineers and the Secretary of War, and to maintain and
operate the same, all,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, eto,, That the consent of Congress Is hereby granted
to the commissioners of the counties of Fayette and Washington, in
the State of Pennsylvania, and their successors and assigms, to recon-
struct the existing bridge and approaches thereto across the Mononga-
hela River, at Belle Vernon, in the county of Fayette, in the State of
Pennsylvania, with such changes in clearances as may be approved by
the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of War, and to maintain and
operate the same, all in accordance with the provisions of the act
entitled “An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable
waters,"” approved March 23, 1806,

8mc. 2. That the right te alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved,

The amendments were agreed to. -

The bill was reported to the Senafe as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

KANAWHA RIVER BRIDGE, WEST VIRGINTA

Mr., NEELY. Mr. President, I make the same request re-
specting a bill just reported from the Committee on Commerce
with reference to a bridge in my State.

Mr, CURTIS. Is it in the regular form?

Mr. NEELY. It is, and the public convenience will be greatly
benefited by action upon the measure. It is Senate bill 4702.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (8. 4702) to extend the
time for the construction of a bridge across the Kanawha River
at Kanawha Falls, Fayette County, W Va., which had been
reported from the Commitiee on Commerce with amendments,

The amendments were, on page 1, line 3, after the words
“That the,” to strike out “consent of Congress is hereby
granted to the Kanawha Falls Bridge Co. (Inc.), a corporation
organized and existing under the laws of the State of West
Virginia, and its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain,
and operate a bridge and approaches thereto” and insert
“ times. for commencing and completing the construction of a
bridge authorized by act of Congress approved February 26,
1925, to be built”; in line 8, after the word “ River,” to strike
out “at a point suitable to the interests of navigation”; on
page 2, line 2, after the name “West Virginia,” to strike out
“in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled ‘An act
to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,’
approved March 23, 1906,” and insert “are hereby extended
one and three years, respectively, from the date of approval
hereof "' ; to strike out section 2 in the following words:

SEC. 2. That the State of West Virginia, or any political subdivision
or divisions thereof, within or adjoining which said bridge is located,
may at any time, by agreement or by condemnation In accordance with
the laws of said State, acquire all right, title, and interest in said
bridge and the approaches thereto constructed under authority of this
act, for the purpose of maintaining and operating such bridge as a free
bridge by the payment to the owners of the reasonable value thereof,
not to exceed in any event the construction cost thereof: Provided,
That the eaid State or political subdivision or division thereof may
operate such bridge as a toll bridge not to exceed five years from
date of acquisition thereof.

And on page 2, line 18, to change the section number from
3 to 2, so as to. make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the times for commencing and completing
the construction of a bridge authorized by act of Congress approved
February 26, 1925, to be bulilt across the Kanawha River at or near
the falls of said river, close to the town of Glen Ferris, in the county
of Fayette, in the State of West Virginia, are hereby extended one and
three years, respectively, from the date of approval hereof,

SEc. 2, The right to alter amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

The amendments were agmed to.
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to extend the
time for the constrnction of a bridge across the Kanawha River
at Kanawha Falls, Fayette County, W. Va.”

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
t:.m% ﬁmd by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred

ollows :

By Mr. REED of Pennsylvania:

A Dbill (8. 5076) to authorize an appropriation to provide
additional hospital and out-patient dispensary facilities for
persons entitled to hospitalization under the World War vet-
erans’ act, 1924, as amended ; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. LA FOLLETTE:

A bill (8. 5077) to grant a pension {o Margarete Weidlich;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, SHORTRIDGE :

A bill (8. 5078) authorizing Edward J. Henning, United
States distriet judge for the southern district of California, to
accept the decoration and diploma tendered to him by His
Majesty, the King of Italy; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

By Mr. DALE:

A bill (8. 5079) granting an increase of pension to Ursula
S. Rounds; and

A bill (S 5080) granting an increase of pension to Mary J
Gallison (with aecompanying papers); to the Commitiee on
Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIS:

A bill (8. 5081) granting an increase of pension to Martha
G. Field (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. NORBECK :

A bill (8. 5082) authorizing an appropriation of $6,000,000
as a loan to farmers in the crop-failure area of the United
States for the purchase of feed and seed grain, said amount to
be loaned under the rules and regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of Agriculture; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

By Mr. SACKETT:

A bill (8. 5083) to supplement the act entitled “An act
granting the consent of Congress to the city of Louisville, Ky.,
to construct a bridge across the Ohio River at or near said
city,” approved April 2, 1826 (with an accompanying paper) ; to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. STEPHENS:

A bill (8. 5084) to provide for the payment of the amount of
an adjusted-service certificate to Irving D’Forrest Parks,
beneficiary designated by Corpl. Steve McNeil Parks, deceased ;
to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. DILL:

A bill (8. 5086) granting an increase of pension to Lydia A.
Wareing ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BRATTON:

A bill (8. 5087) for the relief of Martin E. Riley; to the
Committee on Claims,

By Mr. CURTIS:

A bill (8, 5088) to establish a Federal Farm Board in the
Department of Agrieulture to aid the industry of agriculture
to organize effectively for the orderly marketing and for the
control and disposition of the surplus of agricultural commodi-
ties; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. WATSON:

A bill (8. 5089) granting an increase of pension to Mary Lee
Love; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 141) to approve a sale of land
by one Moshulatubba on August 29, 1832; to the Committee on
Puoblic Lands and Surveys.

CODIFICATION OF NAVIGATION LAWS

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. Presidenf, under the ship-
ping act of 1920 the Shipping Board were required fo make a
revision of the navigation laws and submit amendments to Con-
gress from time to time with their recommendations. As the
first step in this work they have had made a codification of
existing laws. That is embedied in a bill, without any purpose
of making changes in the law, but simply making a codification
of existing laws. I introduce the bill and ask that it may be
referred to the Committee on Commerce.

The bill (8. 6085) to codify the shipping and navigation
laws of the United, States, and for other purposes, was read
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Commerce.

Mr. JONES of Washington. I also ask to have printed as a
Senate document the recommendation of the Shipping Board,
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together with other papers giving the faets with reference to
the codification. (8. Doec. No. 188.) _
The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The VIOE PRESIDENT. Are there additional bills or joint
resolutions? If not, concurrent and other resolutions are in
order,

Mr. BRUCE and Mr. REED of Pennsylvania addressed the
Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Maryland.

Mr, BRUCE. Is there any reason why I should not make a
motion to have a bill taken up for consideration at the present
time ?

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I call for the regular order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning business is not closed.

Mr. BRUCE. I am asking whether or not that is the regular
order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning business is not closed.

Mr. BRUCE. Excuse me. I understood the Chair to say
that morning business had been closed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. No.

IMMIGRATION QUOQTAS

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I am informed
that on yesterday there was submitted to the President the
joint report of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Com-
merce, and the Secretary of Labor on immigration quotas under
the national origin plan as required in the immigration law of
1924. 1 started to prepare a resolution requesting the Presi-
dent to submit that report to the Senate, when I found that
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Warsn], who has been
actively interested in this matter both during his previous
term and his present term, had already prepared a resolution
asking for the same information. The resolution which I now
submit is, therefore, presented in behalf of both of us. I ap-
preciate and wish to acknowledge publicly his courtesy in
withholding his resolution and permitting me to offer the reso-
lution which I send to the desk, and for which I ask present
consideration.

Mr. CURTIS. Let the resolution be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution submitted by the
Senator from Pennsylvania will be read.

The resolution (8. Res, 318) was read, as follows:

Senate Resolution 318

Resolved, That the President be requested, if not incompatible with
the publie interest, to transmit to the Benate a copy of the joint report
of the Becretary of State, the Becretary of Commerce, and the Becre-
tary of Labor to the President in pursuance of section 11 (e) of the
immigration act of 1024,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Pennsylvania

asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the

resolution,
Mr. BRUCE. I object.
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Then, I ask that the resolution
may go over under the rule.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will go over under
the rule.
ANNIE TRAMBLE

Mr. EEYES submitted the following resolution (8. Res. 315),
which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate:

Senate Resolution 315

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate hereby is authorized and
directed to pay from the contingent fund of the Senate to Annie
Tramble, sister of William Harrod, late a laborer in the employ of
the Senate under supervision of the Sergeant at Arms, a sum egual
to six months' compensation at the rate he was receiving by law at
the time of his death, said sum to be econsidered inclusive of funeral
expenses and all other allowances.

CORINNE W. COLBERT

Mr. KEYES submitted the following resolution (8. Res. 816),
which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate:

Senate Resolution 316

Resolved, That the BSecretary of the Senate hereby is aunthorized
and directed to pay from the contingent fund of the Benate to
Corinne W. Colbert, widow of Howard M. Colbert, late a laborer
in the employ of the Senate under supervision of the Sergeant at
Arms, a sum equal to six mdnths’ compensation at the rate he was
receiving by law at the time of his death, said sum to be considered
inclusive of funeral expenses and all other allowances,
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TEXTILE AND METAL PRODUCTS

Mr. FRAZIER submitted the following resolution (S. Res.
317), which was referred to the Committee on Education and
Labor:

Senate Resolution 317

Whereas the report of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue
shows that in 1924 the net income of corporations manufacturing tex-
tiles and textile products reporting & net income was $316,927,779,
and such corporations reporting “no net income”™ paid that year
§40,236,626 in cash dividends; and the net income of corporations
manufacturing metal and metal products reporting a net income was
$1,340,507,253, and such corporations reporting * no net income " paid
that year $23,912 237, in cash dividends, and $3,987,3468 in stock divi-
dends, and there is a high protective tariff duty on most textiles
and textile products and on most metals and metal products; and

Whereas no investigation of the costs of production, eapitalization,
efficiency, wages paid, and business methods of most of these corpora-
tions has been made by a Government agency for many years, if at
all: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the United States Tarif Commission be, and it is
hereby, directed to investizate the costs of production, capitalization,
efficiency, wages paid, business methods, and profits or losses of
typical corporations manufacturing textiles and textile products, and
metal and metal products, including an equal number of those show-
ing large profits, and those claiming in 1924 “ no net income,” and
to report their findings to the Senate not later than December 1, 1927,

BEIZED GERMAN SHIPS

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate a
resolution coming over from a previous day, which will be read,

The Chief Clerk read the resolution (8. Res. 310) submitted
by Mr. Kixc Januoary 3, 1927, as follows: :

Senate Resolution 310

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby directed to™

immediately fransmit to the Senate coples of all communications
made by the Treasury Department or any person in the Treasury
Department, and particularly by Garrard B. Winston, Undersecretary

of the Treasury, to the German Government, or any official of the |
German Government, or to Willelm Kisselbach, the German commis- |

sioner of the Mixed Claims Commission, or to the German ambassador,
or the attorney for German shipowners, or &ny German shipowners;
and particularly a copy of all communications made by the Secretary
of the Treasury or by the Undersecretary of the Treasury addressed
to the “ representatives of the German shipowners"”; and particularly
a copy of the letter asking whether German shipowners would be
satisfied with a limitation of $100,000,000 as the value of the’ships
seized by the United States. Also copies of all communications sent
to the Treasury Department, or to any representative of the Treasury
Department, or any person &cting for or in its behalf, by the German
Government, or by said Wilhelm Kisselbach, or by any of the German
shipowners, or any of the representatives of sald shipowners, and
particularly Mr. Hunt, attorney for said shipowners, and also coples
of all cable messages exchanged by representatives of the Treasury
Department and by representatives of the German shipowners or agents
or representatives of the German Government, or agents and repre-
sentatives of any person, company, firm, or corporation claiming prop-
erty in the hands of the Alien Property Custodian; and also copies of
all memoranda, notes, or messages in regard to the property in the
hands of the Alien Property Custodian, and the return of the same;
and in regard to any legislation proposed or to be proposed by the
Secretary of the Treasury or by the Congress of the United States
looking to the return of any property in the bands of the Alien
Property Custodian, or looking to the compensation of American citi-
gens for claims they have or may have against the German Government
or against German nationals,

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, with a slight amendment there
is no objection to the resolution. I offer the amendment which
I send to the desk, proposing to strike out certain words on the
second page.

Mr. KING. I accept the amendment which is proposed by the |

Senator from Kansas.
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas.
stated.

Let us have the amendment |

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the !

amendment.
The LrgiSLATIVE CLERk., On page 2, line 14, after the word
“ Government,” it is proposed to strike out the words:

or agents and representatives of any person, company, firm, or cor-

poration claiming property in the hands of the Alien Property Cus- |
todlan, and also copies of all memoranda, notes, or messages in regard |

to the property in the hands of the Allen Property Custodian, and the
return of tbe same, and,

Mr. KING. I accept the amendment
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Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas, Just a moment. Is the lan-
guage which has just been read the amendment of the Senator
from Kansas or is it language which is proposed to be stricken
out?

Mr. CURTIS. The language which has been read is pro-
posed to be stricken out by my amendment. If the resolution
shall then be passed it will secure all the information which
is desired by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kixa].

My, ROBINSON of Arkansas. And the amendment of the
Senator from Kansas is satisfactory to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. KING. It is satisfactory.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Kansas,

The amendment was agreed fo.

The resolution as amended was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is concluded.

MEXICAN RELATIONSB

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, recently a controversy has
arisen between some of the leading newspaper correspondents
and associations of this country and the Secretary of State.
In an article which was published in the St. Louis Post-Dis-
patch, dated November 27, 1926, Paul Anderson published a
story, which has been given quite general circulation, to the
effect that some time ago three of the leading national press
associations, which supply virtually every daily newspaper in
the country, received a telephone call from the State Depart-
ment saying that Mr. Olds, of that department, desired to see
the heads of the associations in his office at once on a matter
of importance, Upon their arrival Mr, Olds pledged the news-
paper men not to quote him on what he was about to say,
and then proceeded to make a statement.

“For more than a year,” he said, “ the State Department has been
concerned over the relations between the United States and Mexico, and
those relations have now reached a very acute stage,

“Tt Is an undeniable fact,” he continued, “ that the Mexican Govern-
ment to-day is a Bolshevist government. We can not prove It, but we
are morally certain that a warm bond of sympathy, if not an actual
understanding, exists between Mexico City and Moscow. A steady
stream of Bolshevist propaganda has been filtering from Mexico down
through Central America, aimed at property rights and designed to
nndermine soclety and governments as they are now constituted.”

I send to the desk, Mr. President, the original article by
Mr. Anderson as published. I will say that if this statement
published by Mr. Anderson in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch is
correct, it is, to say the least, reprehensible on the part of the
State Department or any member of the State Department to
give out a story to which he refuses to sign his name and ask
the great press associations of this country to ecirculate false
propaganda or any propaganda against a country with which
we are on friendly terms.

I ask that the article I send to the desk be published as a
part of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

[From the St. Louls Post-Dispatch of November 27, 1926]

An alarming story of alleged Mexican efforts fo foster Bolshevism
throughout Central America, thus threatening American control of the
Panama Canal, went out from Washington 10 days ago and was pub-
lished in huondreds of newspapers throughout the United States. Al-
though the character of the story was such as to arouse deep resent-
ment against the Mexican Government, no authority was given for the
statements it contained.

Regponsibility for the story has been traced by the Post-Dispatch
correspondent to Assistant Secretary of State Robert E. Olds. Not
only did he make the statements upon which the story was based but
he took measures to insure their widespread publication. At the same
time he refused to take the responsibility for it, either in person or for
the State Department.

SENATORS REPORTED INDIGNANT

Senators were filled with astonishment and indignation when In-
formed of the facts to-night. Several declared Olds's action undoubt-
edly represented an ‘attempt by the State Department to inflime the
American people against the Mexican Government and to prepare public
sentiment for the breaking off of diplomatic relations, which have
become strained by the controversy over the Mexican land and oil
laws.

Following is the inside account of what actually happened:

A week ago last Tuesday the Washington bureaus of the three
national press assoclations, which supply virtually every daily newspaper
in the country, received a telephone call from the State Department
saying that "Olds desired to see the heads of the associations in his
office at once on a matter of importance,
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[ IMPOBED NO-QUITE PLEDGE

Upon their arrival Olds pledged tte nmewspaper men not to quote
him on what he was about to say, and then proceeded to make a
statement :

“ For more than a year,” he said, *the State Department had been
concerned over the relations between the United States and Mexico, and
those relations had now reached a very acute stage.

“It is an undeniable fact,” he continued, “ that the Mexican Gov-
ernment to-day is a Bolshevist government. We can not prove it, but
we are morally certain that a warm bond of sympathy, if pot an
actual understanding, exists between Mexico City and Moscow.

“A steady stream of Bolshevist propaganda has been filtering from
Mexico down through Central America, aimed at property rights and
designed to undermine goclety and governments as they are now con-
stituted. We feel that this practice should be presented to the Ameri-
can people and I desire to ask for your advice and cooperation toward
that end."

STATE DEPARTMENT KEPT OUT

“It ean very easily be done,” one of the correspondents replied.
“Let the State Department fssue a statement to this effect, over the
signature of the Secretary of State, and every newspaper in the country
will publish it.”

Olds recoiled with an exclamation of apprehension,

“ Oh, that is utterly impossible,” he said. * Surely you must realize
why the department can not afford to be in the position of directing
such a serious statement against a government with which it is offi-
cially on friendly terms.”

The correspondents politely refrained from pointing out that the
department seemed eager enough to bave the statement go out, so
long as the responsibility was laid at some other door. However, they
did protest against being asked to take the responsibility upon them-
selves, especially in view of the fact that their only information on the
subject came from Olds,

TIED TO DIAZ RECOGNITION

It was then suggested that perhaps such a story. could be tied on
to the announcement that the State Department had decided to recog-
nize the government of Adolfo Diaz in Nicaragua. President Diasz
had appealed to the United States Government to aid in restoring peace
in that country, and Secretary of State Kellogg followed with a warn-
ing that the United States Government was concerned over outside
intervention in Nicaraguan affairs. It was known that the warning
referred to reports that arms were being shipped from Mexico to
Nicaragua to ald the liberal uprising there.

Accordingly, it was in connection with the announcement of the
recognition of Diaz, made the following day, that the story of the
alleged Bolshevik activity by Mexico in Central Ameriea appeared in
somewhat modified form. It was presented as the background which
explained the present relations between the United States and Mexico.

STORY NEVER REPUDIATED

The natural presumption that Olds acted with the knowledge and
approval of Secretary Kellogg is strengthened by the fact that no
repudiation of the story has gince come from the department. It is
further strengthened by the circumstances that Olds and Kellogg were
former law partners and are close personal associates. That Olds
would take such an extraordinary action in such a grave matter with-
out first consulting his chief and friend is inconceivable by those who
are familiar with the procedure in the State Department.

Olds and Kellogg were members of the same law firm in St. Panl,
Minn. Olds was appointed Assistant Secretary of State in Oectober,
1925, partly as a result of his long association with Kellogg. He is
head of the legal division of the State Department.

Official Washington has been speculating upon the source of the
Mexican Bolshevik scare ever since the story appeared. It was realized
that the story must have been inspired in some official gquarter, but
no official had been found who would admit responsibility for it.

Mr. WHEELER. On January 5, 1927, the United States
Daily and other papers throughout the country published what
purports to be a letter from Mr. Kellogg denying that the
statement referred to by Mr. Anderson was ever given out
by the State Department. I ask that Mr. Kellogg's answer,
together with the article appearing in the United States Daily
of January 5, be made a part of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

[From the United States Daily of January 6, 1927)

Mr. Kprroge DexNiEs INSPIRING PrESS ON NICARAGUAN AFFAIRS—
BECRETARY OF BTATE REFUSBES TO ANSWER QUESTIONS aAs TO CoM-
MISs10N 1IN MExICO
Secretary Kellogg, of the Department of State, in a letter just

received by Representative PoRTErR (Republican), of Pittsburgh, Pa,,

states that the Department of State did not request or suggest to the

representatives of press associations on or about November 16, 1924,

that they publish any news item concernlng internal conditions in
Mexico and alleged relations between Mexico and Russia.
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This Information was given in reply to a resolution introduced into
the House by Representative LAGUARDIA (Socialist), of New York
City, who also made the letter public. The resolntion asked for in-
formation relative to a news dispatch of November 17 reporting the
Government's concern that alleged communistic temdencies in Mexico
might affect Latin-American relations.

DENTAL IS GENERAL

Secretary Kellogg In his letter also stated that his Gt'psrtment did
not request the news associations not to reveal the source of the
alleged information.

In regard to the questions In the resolution as to whether the
Department of State had any *“information concerning bolshevistic
activities in the Republic of Mexico,” or *Information relative to
Mexico’s attitude toward Nicaragua and Mexican activities in Central
America detrimental to the interests of the United States" Secretary
Kellogg stated that he did not deem “{it compatible with the public
interest for me at this time to discuss” these subjects.

NO PROMPTING OF PRESS

The full text of Secretary Kellogg's letter to Representative PORTER
follows :

“Sir: You have transmitted to me for such comment or reply as 1
may deem fit and proper a copy of House Resolution No. 334, intro-
duced by Mr, LAGUArDIA, of New York.

“1 have the honor of submitting to you the following reply:

“ Paragraphs 1 and 2 of the resolution are addressed to the general
question whether the Department of State, or any of its officers, on
or about the 16th day of November, 1926, sought to use the various
news agencles to put out information or comclusions in- regard to
Mexico without assuming official responsibility therefor, - The answer
to this question is ‘' No."

“IWith respect to paragraphs 3 and 4 of the resolution, I do not
deem it compatible with the public interest for me at this time to
discuss the subjects there referred to.

“ Paraggraphs 1 and 2 having been answered in the negative, no
answer to paragraph b is required.

“FraNE B. KELLOGG.”

Mr. WHEELER. Next, Mr. President, I desire to eall the
attention of the Senate to the interview given out by Paul
Anderson following Secretary Kellogg's published letter to the
House of Representatives, in which the Secretary denied the
statements made by Mr. Anderson, Among other things, the
newspaper correspondent—whom most of the Senators here
know and believe to be reliable—said ;

My account of the Olds incident was a piece: of routine repoﬂing
When the Assoclated Press said the “specter of a Mexican-fostered
Bolshevist hegemony intervening between the United States and the
Panama Canal had thrust itself upon Ameriean-Mexican relations,”
and failed to give it authority, virtually every experfenced correspond-
ent in Washington recognized it at once as an inspired story.

1 was one of several who started out to discover who inspired it.
From this investigation resulted the dispatch published in the Post-
Dispatch November 28,

In reporting an event at which he was not present, a reporter must
gather information from sources he considers reliable. If he mis-
Judges the reliabillty of his sources, he should be, and usnally is, held
accountable by the newspaper which employs him.

The principal source of my information on the Olds incident was a
gentleman with whose personal and professional character I was thor-
oughly acguainted, and whose word I would unhesitatingly aceept
against that of Becretary Kellogg under any elrcumstances that I can
imagine.

It was subsequently corroborated from other sources, some of them
fnside the State Department. I was perfectly satisfled with the accu-
racy of the information then, and I am perfectly satisfied with it now.
The terms of Secretary Kelloge’s denlul, the lateness of its appearance,
and his reputation for frankness in public affairs suggest that he may
bhave resorted to the diplomatic device of constructing the questions
in the way that will allow him to give the most convenient answers.

But why bandy words? Does Congress really wani to know whether
the State Department requested press association representatives to
gend ont a story of the kind which the Associated Press actually did
send out?

1f so, Congress can easily find out. The names of the press associa-
tion men who attended Mr. Olds's conference can readily be ascer-
tained. All of them are in Washington. It would be a simple matter
for the Senate Foreign Relations Committee to take their testimony
and that of Mr. Olds.

Permit me to #ay in this connection that I have it upon very
reliable sources, from newspaper men whose accuracy I cer-
tainly do not question, that the story given out by Paul Ander-
son was correct in toto.

 Next, I desire to introduce an editorial from the Washington
News as a part of my remarks, and send it along with Paul
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Anderson’s interview,-and ask that it be inserted in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

{Paul Y. Anderson's interview following Secretary Kellogg's published
letter to the House]

Congress can easily learn if the State Department persnaded the
Associated Press to carry a story on the Mexieo-Nlcaragua situatiom,
for which the department was unwilling to take the responsibility.

This is the opinion of Paul Y. Anderson, correspondent of the St.
Louis Post-Dispatch. Anderson told the story of how Robert E. Olds,
Asgistant Becretary of State, called press association representatives
to his office and gave them the story after pledging them to secrecy.

Anderson, who is now in St. Louis, suggested when interviewed over
long-distance telephone that Congress question representatives of the
three press associations.

He explained he spoke as an individual and not for his paper, which
speaks through its editorial page.

“ My account of the Olds incident was a plece of routine reporting,™
he gaid. “ When the Associated Press said the ‘specter of a Mexican-
fostered Bolshevist hegemony intervening between the United States
and the Panama Canal had thrust itself upon American-Mexican rela-
tions," and failed to give it authority, virtually every experienced cor-
respondent in Washington recognized it at once a3 an inspired story.

“1 was one of several who started out to discover who- inspired it.
From this investigation resulted the dispatch published in the Post-
Dispateh November 28,

KNOWS HIS INFORMANT

*“1In reporting an event at which he was not present, a reporter
must gather information from sources he comsiders reliable. 1If he mis-
judges the reliability of his sources, he should be, and usually is, held
accountable by the newspaper which employs him.

“The prineipal source of my information on the Olds incment was
a gentleman with whose personal and professional character I was
thoroughly acquainted, and whose word 1 would unhesitatingly accept
against that of Becretary Kellogg under any circumstances that I can
imagine.

DIPLOMATIC DEVICE

“ 1t was Bnbaethent]_r corroborated from other sources, some of them
inside the State Department. I was perfectly satisfied with the accu-
racy of the information then, and I am perfectly satisfied with it now.
The terms of Secretary Kellogg's denial, the lateness of its appearance,
and his reputation for frankness in public affairs, suggests that he
may have resorted to the diplomatic device of constructing the ques-
tions in the way that will allow him to g‘ive the most convenient
answers.

*“But why hsndy words? Doss Congress , really want to know
whether the State Department requested press association representa-
tives to send out a story of the kind. which the Associated Press
actually did send out?

“If so, Congress can easily find out. The names of the press asso-
ciation men who aftended Mr. Olds's conference can readily be ascer-
tained. All of them are inm Washington. It would be a simple matter
for the Senate Foreign Relations Committee to take their testimony,
and that of Mr, Olds.”

[Editorial from the Washington News of January 5, 1927]
OPEN THE BAG

The State Department formally denied yesterday that it had
“inspired " the now-famous news dispatch of the Associated Press,;
gent from here on November 17—the one which began with these
words :

*The specter of a Mexican-fostered Bolshevist hegemony intervening
between the United Stafes and the Panama Canal has thrust itself
into American-Mexican relations, already strained.”™

The formal disclaimer was made by Beeretary Kellogg in response to
a regolution offered ‘In the House asking information on the subject.
Kellogg’s action appears to leave the Assoelnted Press holding the
bag. What that organization will do with the bag remains to be seen.
It might open it.

SBomebody should. The proper place for the opening would be the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. It has been said in reliable
newspapers—some of them clients of the Asspciated Press, which
received and printed the dispatch of November 17—that this alarmist
story of alleged Bolshevism was given to the press associations by
Becretary Kellogg's first assistant, Robert BE. Olds. It has been said
that Olds sought to have the newspapers publish the story on their
own responsibility and that he pledged writers to secrecy.

The concern of the Benate Commitiee on Forelgn Relations, of
course, is not with the fact that the Associated Press is alleged fo
have lent itself to such an improper undertaking, but that the State
Department should attempt to spread propaganda in this secret fashion.

Answering the House's question as to whether the department or
any of its officers * songht to use the various news agencies to put out
information or conclusions in regard to Mexico without assuming
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official responsibility therefor,” Secretary Kellogg says flatly, *The
answer to this guestion is ‘No.'™

At least three other persons than Kellogg's assistant were present
when the Associated Press dispatch is said to have been inspired.
The Benate committee should put the same question to them and see
it their answer may not, perchance, be “ Yes."

There is npow a question of veracity in the matter, involving the
integrity of the Secretary of State and the honesty of the machinery
for the collection of news in Washington, on which citizens everywhere
predicate their opinions,

Let's open the bag.

Mr. WHEELER. I desire to call attention, next, to an edi-
torial from the Baltimore Sun of January 5, 1927, headed “A
meaningless denial.” The editorial is as follows:

A MEANINGLEBS DENIAL

Secretary Kellogg, answering the LaGuardia resolution, gives a curt
denial to charges that a Staie Department agency last November
“ requested or suggested " that the leading news agencies comment on
alleged Bolshevism in Mexico without assuming responsibility for the
charges made.

It is extremely unpleasant for Ameéricans mot to be able to place
implicit confidence in the word of their Becretary of State, but such
{8 the distasteful fact in this issue, A careful, reputable, and respon-
gible newspaper—the St. Louis Post-Dispatch—inguired into the origin
of the story and traced it to Assistant Secretary of State Robert E.
Olds, The evidence brought was very definite and very credible. Mr,
Kellogg's reply is evasive and indefinite, for all that it consists of a
single negative which seems to answer but does not explain.

Probably it is technically true that nobody in the State Department
“ requested or suggested " that the story be sent out. The Initiating
hint may well have come from a press correspondent, enabling the SBtate
Department to wriggle by casulstry out of & nasty indictment. But
the essential charge that the administration compromised itself by an
attack on the repute of a neighboring power, refusing to sponsor its
assertions officially, remains to irritate. Mr. Kellogg has cleared
away none of the criticisms which are accumulating against his tenure
of office,

Now, I want to read an editorial appearing in the New York
World on January 5, 1927, on the same question, which reads
as follows:

MR, KHLLOGG AND THE ASSOCIATED PRESS

A new chapter has been added to the story of “ Bolshevism threat-
ening the Panama Canal,” as retailed by the Associated Press. The
sequence of events now runs as follows:

On the morning of November 16 there appeared in many newspapers
a sensational and alarming report of “ the speeter of a Mexican-fos-
tered Bolshevist hegemony intervening between the United States and
the Panama Canal.” This report was distributed by the Associated
Press.

Some two weeks later, on November 28, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch
and its Washington correspondent threw light upon the origin of this
news. “ Responsibility for the story,” sald the Post-Dispatch, * has
been traced to Assistant Secretary Olds. Not only did he make the
stutements upon which the story was based but he took measures to
insure their widespread publication., At the same time he refused to
take the responsibility for it, either in person or for the State De-
partment.”

Following these charges nothing was said by the State Department;
but the Associated Press had this to say: " This [information] came
to the Associated Press in the usual course of news gathering in Wash-
ington from sources which it has a right to expect are well informed
and correctly represent the views of the Government.”

Now, after a month's silence, Secretary Kellogg takes occasion to
deny that the State Department “or any of its officers ™ gave the
Associated Press its information.

Either Mr. Kellogg is making a goat of the Assoclated Press, in
which case we hope that the Associated Press will tell him so, or Mr,
Kellogg is right, and the Associated Press obtained its information
from sources outside the State Department. In this case it would be
interesting to know what those sources were,

Let me say in closing, Mr. President, that I sincerely hope
the Foreign Relations Committee will take notice of these
charges which have been made by the leading newspapers of
the country, and call Mr. Kellogg before it, and then call before
it the representatives of the Associated Press, the Interna-
tional News Service, and the United Press, and get their
versions of the story. If it is true that Mr. Kellogg has been
giving out, or the Department of State has been giving out,
loose or false statements, and asked that they be circulated
throughout the length and breadth of this country for the pur-
pose of stirring up the people of this country to a point where
they would want to break relations with a friendly couniry,
then the people of this country are entitled to know it, and
ought to know it, and Mr. Kellogg should not remain as Secre-
tary of State.
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IMPORTATION OF MILK

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I move that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of House bill 11768, which is known
as the milk bill

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of
the Senator from Wisconsin.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate, as in Committee
of the Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
11768) to regulate the importation of milk and cream into the
United States for the purpose of promoting the dairy industry
of the United States and protecting the public health.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, this bill was explained the
other day when it was under consideration by the Senate, and,
unless further explanation shall be desired, I ask that the
amendment to the bill may be stated.

Mr, KING. Let the bill first be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secretary will read the bill.

The bill was read.

The amendment of the Committee on Agriculture and For-
esiry was, on page 4, after line 12, to insert:

The Secretary of Agriculture is directed to walve the requirements
of paragraphs 2 and 5 of section 2 of this act in so far as the same
relate to milk when issuing permits to operators of, or to producers
for delivery to, ereameries and condensing plants in the United States
within 20 miles of the point of production of the milk, and who import
no raw milk except for Pasteurization or condensing: Praovided, That
if milk imported when the requirements of paragraphs 2 and 5 of
section 2 have been so walved is sold, used, or disposed of in its raw
state, or otherwise than as Pasteurized, condensed, or evaporated milk
by any person, the permit shall be revoked and the importer shall be
subjected to fine, imprisonmeut, or other penalty prescribed by this
act.

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is before the Senate as in
Committee of the Whole and open to amendment. If there
are no further amendments, the bill will be reported to the
Senate,

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendment was concurred in.

Mr. KING. DMr. President, this bill, I wunderstand, was
before the Senate for a few moments a day or two ago. I
have just come into the Chamber and understand that it has
been read the necessary number of times and is about to be

. Because of being occupied with other official duties,
I have not given this measure the attention which its impor-
tance requires. Indeed, I have had no opportunity to read it
and know only in a general way what its provisions are. I am
compelled to go now to a committee that is considering the
Gould case, and will therefore have no opportunity to ask for
further consideration of the measure or an explanation as to
its purpose and effects,

From a hasty reference to one or two sections during the
past minute or two, I confess that the bill has the appearance
of being in the interest of a milk monopoly. While we are
all interested in the welfare of every branch of agriculture,
and are also desirous that those engaged in the dairy industry
prosper, we can not ignore broad questions involved in legis-
lation of this character, nor ought we to favor legislation
which may be considered discriminatory and in the long run
injurious to the great mass of the people.

This bill may be entirely proper, but, as stated, a brief
examination of a section or two has led me to the belief that
the measure has some objectionable features. I recall when
the bill was briefly referred to a day or two ago hearing the
Senator from New York make some observation concerning
the bill to the effect that it was local in character and was
desired by the people of the Siate of New York, and that it
involved only the importation into the United States of a few
thousand guarts of milk per day.

Mr. McNARY. That applies only to a portion of Greater New
York but not to the country generally.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, as I understand the bill, it seeks
to prohibit any milk from being brought into the United States
except under regulations seft uwp by the Department of Agri-
culture. The States apparently are to be deprived of their

wer to control their domestic affairs and to prescribe regu-
ations and standards to be applied to milk brought into or
sold within the States. The States are to be required fo abdi-
cate their functions and turn over to a burean in the Federal
Government the control of milk brought into the United States
and, to some degree at least, milk which is produced within
the various States. It is certain that if the Federal Govern-
ment controls the imported milk and sefs up standards of
purity, and so forth, it will soon take over the regulation of
the domestie product
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The measure proposes to create an agency in the Department
of Agriculture and to appropriate $50,000 for the first year
to aid in the enforcement of the measure. Of course, if this
bill is passed, it means another bureau within the next year
or two, with a large personnel and with power to promulgate
regulations, penal in character, and to make regulations pre-
scribing what acts or omissions shall be crimes punishable in
the Federal courts of the United States.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, will the Sen-
ator from Utah yield?

Mr. KING. I am glad to yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Day before yesterday, when
this bill was brought before the Senate, I was advised, after
making some inquiry concerning the bill, that the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. WaLse] desired to be present when
the bill was taken up for disposition.

Mr. LENROOT. He was here this morning.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The BSenator from Massa-
chusetts eame into the Chamber during the consideration of
the bill on day before yesterday, at which time there was some
discussion of the bill. I observe that he is not in the Chamber
now,

Mr. LENROOT. He was here when I moved to take up the
bill.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I have not observed the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts in the Chamber since the motion was
made.

Mr. LENROOT. I will state to the Senator from Arkansas
that the Senator from Massachusetts was present af the time
I made the motion.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Very well, If the Senator
from Massachusetts was present when the motion was made and
knew that it was made, I will not cbject to the consideration
of the bill, but I will move a reconsideration if I am misin-
formed as to the fact

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Utah has the
floor. Does he yield?

Mr, KING. I yield.

Mr. BLEASE. The attention of the Senator from Massachn-
setts was called to the bill at the time, and I heard him state
that he had no further objection to considering the bill. X

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Very well I have no objec-
tion to the consideration of the bill

‘Mr. KING. Mr. President, I was stating when interrupted
that this bill carries an appropriation of $50,000 for the next
fiscal year and creates a new Federal agency, to which are
committed duties and responsibilities which belong to the
States. Only a day or two ago we passed an appropriation
bill carrying $128,000,000 to be expended by the Agricultural

tment during the next fiscal year. An examination of
that bill reveals the fact that the Agricmltural Department is
expanding its functions, increasing its power, and assuming
duties and responsibilities and obligations which belong to
individuals or to the States. ;

Perhaps no department in the Government is becoming more
bureancratic than the Agricultural Department. The good
which it is doing in many avenues is in part neutralized by the
bureaucratic and usurping anthority which it is exercising
along a mulfitude of lines, Undoubtedly it is guite likely that
with respect to this bill the Agricultural Department is not
to be charged with ambition. It iz quite likely that certain
of the dairy interests of the United States have prepared this
measure and are lobbying to secure its e.

I repeat, this bill extends the bureauncratic power of the Gov-
ernment and transfers to it the control of a subject which
belongs to municipalities and to the States. There is no doubt
as to the power of the States to look after the public health
of the people within their borders; and if, in the discharge of
that duty it becomes necessary to prescribe standards with re-
spect to the milk which is brought into the State or sold
throughout the State, it may, by appropriate legislation, deal
with the subject.

The legislatures of the various States have given considerable
power to municipalities to deal with all kinds of foods and food-
stuffs, including milk, to the end that the people may not
suffer from the use of impure food. It is manifest that the
chief purpose of the bill is not to promote public health but to
advance the interests of the dairymen and to enable them to
charge higher prices for milk,

As I stated a few moments ago, the prosperity of the dairy-
men is desired by the American people. Indeed, it is desired
that all industries and business enterprises shall be prosperous,
but it is questionable whether prosperity should be brought to
an indusiry by legislation which aids in the establishment of a

L]
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monopoly. Monopolies have always been and are odious. An
oil monopoly or a monopoly in any of the articles entering into
the lives of the people is not to be desired.

Whenever the price of any article of eonsumption is advanced
it means, of course, that those who purchase the article are
compelled to pay a higher price. I am unwilling to support a
measure which has for its object the creating of a monopoly
in any business. There may be reasons justifying this measure,
but if so, I shounld like to be advised before voting for it

Mr, President, I repeat that the States can care for the publie:

.| health of the people. If impure milk is being brought into the

State, its legislature ean deal with the matter. Some time ago,
as I am advised, the State of California interdicted the impor-
tation into that State of a certain kind of fruit, claiming that
it would injuriously affect a similar produet grown in the State.
There are many examples of State legislation and municipal
legislation or ordinances dealing with produects brought from
beyond the borders of States and cities. If the State of New
York or the city of New York finds that milk from Canada is
fmpure or does not reach a‘certain standard necessary for the
public health, then they have the authority to prevent its sale
within the State or the city.

If this bill is in the interest of public health, then it is a
work of supererogation, because the States and their political
subdivisions have ample power to deal with the entire ques-
tion. If the people of New York believe that, in the interest
of public health, all cows producing milk should be subjected
to a test, and that if this is not done, the milk of such cows
can not be sold within the State, undoubtedly the State has
the power to pass such laws and regulations as would effect
the desired object.

Because Canada may have shipped milk into the United
States which does not meet the tests of purity required in New
York or any other State, it is mo reason why the Federal
Government should take over the subject, enaet amendments to
the penal code, and enforce regulations which are purely local
in character. :

Mr. President, this bill is an evidence of the paternalistie
measures which are constantly being forced through Congress.
It is a manifestation of the lack of interest the people have in
their domestie affairs and their willingness to surrender to
Federal bureaus matters which belong to the States. It is
in harmony with the centralizing tendency which seems irresist-
able, and which bears upon its mighty crest Senators, Repre-
sentatives, and Presidents, and, indeed, the people themselves,
It looks to the ultimate submergence of the States and their
being compounded—in the words of Marshall—into one mass.

Mr. President, in my opinion the bill needs amendments
before it is passed; and if its purposes are as 1 believe them
to be, then it should not pass at all.

I regret being compelled to leave the Chamber to attend a
committee meeting, but hope SBenators will consider its provi-
slons before they give their assent to its passage.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, when the
milk bill was before the Senate a few days ago, I felt obliged
to object to its consideration at that time because of some re-
quests made by residents of the State of Massachusetts. Since
that time I have made some inguiries about this bill.

From my own inguirfes and investigation I have found that
though certain dairy interests of my State seem to favor this
legislation, and others favor it on the ground of promoting
public health, there is on the other hand a prevalent impres-
sion that it is a bill which aims to divert from the consuming
public of New England Canadian cream and milk, and to com-
pel them to purchase dairy produets from the Middle West,
which would mean both an increase in price and a lessening
in guality because of the long freight haul. That seems fo be
one of the commonest objections made to the bill,

Of course, the Sepator from Wisconsin knows that New
England is not able to produce sufficient dairy products for its
own consumpiion, that it must go to outside sources, and that
the Canadian market is very accessible. Therefore any tariff
barriers, or any unnecessary restrictions that are imposed by
Federal legislation, mean an increased cost of these very essen-
tial commodities to the great population of our industrial
centers, This is a serious matter, made still more serions by
the inevitable deterioration of milk subjected to additional
hours or days of transportation.

I would like to be assured by the Senator from Wisconsin
that behind this bill there is not a hidden purpose to divert the
milk and cream market from Canada to other parts of the
United States, which wonld ultimately result in increased prices
to the consumers of New England.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, this is the first intimation I
have had from any source that there was any such purpose.
I will say to the Senator frankly that, aside from the purpose
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of protecting the public health, the bill is in the interest of the
dairy farmers of the Senator’s section, of all of New England
and other border States, in this, that the dairy farmers are re-
quired, under their own State laws, to comply with certain
sanitary conditions in relatien to production, which does in-
crease the cost of their production. From the economic stand-
point, which is very subordinate, that does constitute a dis-
crimination against the dairy farmers of New HEngland and
other border States, in that it permits milk to come in from
other countries where the producers are not required to submit
to like standards. So far as diversion from the West is con-
cerned to supply New England or the other markets of the
East, I have not even heard that intimated.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, what the
Senator has said would be satisfactory if the near-by native
supply were sufficient for the demands of New England. But
about 80 per cent of the food products of New Hngland must be
gotten outside of that territory. Canada is very accessible,
only a few hours’ run by rail from Massachusetts. We must,
in the interest of keeping down the cost of living, seek to get
our necessary oversupply from the nearest possible market at
the lowest possible cost of transportation.

If New England farmers produced sufficient milk or ecream
to supply the needs of the residenis of that section, the conten-
tion of the Senator would be sound, but we must go elsewhere,
and naturally we want to go to the nearest points of transpor-
tation. To compel us to go to the Middle West when there is
a clean, wholesome supply in Canada is an injustice.

Of course, the argument that this legislation is neeesszary to
protect the public health is answered by the consideration that
the several States now have exactly that power, and, in fact,
exercise it. No milk can enter Massachusetts from Canada

fit to establish. What reason have we to assume that the
National Government will be more efficient in the performance
of this duty than the several States?

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator that

this is what will happen: There will not be any substantial de- |

crease of importations from Canada, but this would compel the
production in Canada wunder practically the sime standards
required of the milk producers in the United States. To that
extent it will not permit the importer of milk from Canada, by
reason of the costs there, to beat down the price of the New
England dairy farmer, but the costs of productiom” will then
be upon a parity, and the Canadian producers will meet the
regular competition.

I have been speaking of the economic aspect. Now, if I may
be allowed just a word more, the primary purpose, of course,
is the protection of public health. For the protection of public
health two things are required by all States that have given
much attention to this proposition. One is the testing of the
"~ milk itself when it is used for human consumption, the test
as to bacterial content, the degree of temperature, and so
forth. The other is going to the farm itself and requiring cer-
tain sanitary conditions upon the farm.

The first matter can be met by city ordinances, by State laws.
The second can not be met at all, in so far as foreign pro-
duction is concerned, without a Federal law.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield for a question? I ask for information.

Mr. LENROOT. 1 yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Are there in existence now
any regulations authorized by law for the inspection of milk
jimported into this couniry?

Mr. LENROOT. No; none whatever.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I will say, in reply to the
question of the Senator from Arkansas, that it is contended
there is a better inspection in Canada than there is in some of
our Western States; further, the National Government will have
no more power to inspect Canadian farms than the several
States have if they see fit to use it.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I want to ask the
Senator from Massachusetts a question. Is it not true that
there are laws and regulations in the State of Massachusetts
for the inspection of milk?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. We most certainly have
very strict laws for the inspection of milk.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Is there any reason why the in-
spectors can not condemn impure milk, though it happens to be
produced in Canada? ,

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. There is no reason at all
why the authorities can not so act, and in fact they do actu-
ally condemn impure milk produced in Canada or elsewhere,
Furthermore, there is no record that I know of of any impure
dairy product being brought from Canada into Massachusetts
or other parts of New England. Thus, it would seem, that
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the proposed legislation has not been made necessary because
of abuses in the past. This is one of the reasons why there
seems to be some ground to the contention that there is a
hidden purpose here to divert the New Ingland supply from
Canada to other sections of our own country.

Mr, REED of Missouri. The Senator from Massachusetts
asked the Senator from Wisconsin if there was a certain pur-
pose behind the bill. The Senator from Wisconsin may be
advised as to a purpose, but certainly the Senator from Wis-
consin and mo other Senator can give any assurance as to

Jhow the measure will be employed if we once enact it into law.

It will then rest with the Department of Agriculture and its
agents to employ it in whatsoever way they may see fit to
employ it. So no assurance given here can help us, and I say
that with all the respect in the world to the Senator from
Wisconsin. He can not tell what will be done. The Senator
from Massachusetts states that he knows of no instance of com-
plaint in-his State as to Canadian milk,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. None whatever.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Can the Senator give us any in-
formation as to the persons who originated this legislation and
made the complaint?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have asked the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. LeExroor] to answer the allegation that
the purpose of the legislation is to divert certain dairy prod-
uets from western farms into New England and to eliminate
the Canadian supply. In other words, I would like to know
if this bill does not really seek, under the pretense of health
promotion, to eliminate competition and force the nse of domes-
tic production at an increased cost to the consumers; and with
a reduced rather than lessened assurance that the milk and

without compliance with any health regulations our State sees e e fre,. Loon Dr0uy | Cleoase, Setiah, And otherwiag

fit for human consumption on account of the longer distance
from which it must be gathered, if compelled to go to the West
rather than to Canada.

Mr, McNARY. Mr, President, I perhaps can answer that
question as I made the report on the bill from the Committee
on Agriculture. The great dairy interests in America are
back of the bill and proposed the legislation in this particular
form, the purpose being to standardize the quality of milk
consumed by American consumers of milk. It attempts to
make all milk that comes to this country cotuply with a cer-
tain policy and conform to certain requisites. The milk pro-
dueed at home and the milk produced in Canada or any other
foreign country must be subject to the same tests. It places
the American farmer and producer on a parity with the farmers
and producers of any other country solely for the purpose of
insuring a supply of pure milk.

It is probable that some of the large cities like Boston and
New York require milk to be taken from tubercular-tested eat-
tle, while some require Pasteurization. Many rural communi-
ties have not those facilities and must take impure milk or
milk that does not comply with the standard requirements
now imposed upon the dairymen of this country. The reason
is sanitation, on the one hand—that is, those who believe in the
health of our people—and on the other hand, the milk pro-
ducers of the country who have barns which are standardized,
and who ultimately conform to the sanitary requirements of
the State and country, feel that their competitors should be
compelled to conform to the same standards they are com-
pelled to meet and to supply the same wholesome milk.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. May I ask the Senator if
the bill proposes to establish national uniform regulation and
inspection of dairy products, milk and cream?

Mr. McNARY. It does not go quite that far. It is the first
step. It is thought that later perhaps Congress would atiempt,
under the commerce clause of the Constitution, to make those
regulations uniform and general throughout the country. The
bill does conform to tests prescribed in Boston and New York
and the other cities. Though mnot wholly national in its ap-
plication, it meets a situation which it is thought should be
met in the interest of those who consume milk.

Mr. REED of Missouri., Does the Senator think that Con-
gress, under the commerce clause of the Constitution of the
United States, can make regulations as to the sale of milk pro-
duced within a State and sold within the State?

Mr. McNARY. Certainly not. That is a very childish ques-
tion to propound.

Mr. REED of Missouri. It may be childish, but it is cer-
tainly within the purview of what the Senator said.

Mr. McNARY. Not at all,

Mr. REED of Missouri. It may be a childish question, but I
say it is a childish proposition that we can standardize milk
in the United States by standardizing the milk that is shipped
into the United States.

i
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Mr. McNARY. That may be the Missouri viewpoint, but it is
not mine.

Mr. REED of Missonri. I said it was a childish proposition.

Mr. McNARY. I can say, without being a great dairyman
and without being a great constitutional lawyer, that there is
sufficient power vested in the Congress to require that milk
produced in foreign countries shall conform to regulations
proposed by Congress in order to be brought into the United
States.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Nobody denies that.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The reply of the Senator
from Oregon is enlightening. It is evidence to us that in due
time the bill proposes to take away from the several States
the authority to regulate the inspection of their own milk sup-
plies and other dairy products. It is an attempt to create a
national law for the control of dairy produets, with exactly the
same features that are contained in other recent efforts to
substitute Federal for State control.

I think that we are entering into a very dangerous zome
when we begin, step by step, to take away from the several
States their right to control and regulate matters of this
kind and place them in the control of the National Government.
I am surprised to learn from the Senator from Oregon that
this is only the beginning of a movement to place all this
class of legislation in the eontrol of the National Government,
that we are just entering upon a movement to remove from
the several States their authority to apply their own stand-
ards and their own tests in the protection of public health and
in the regunlation of their food products.

Mr. McNARY. Quite the contrary.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am sorry if I misunder-
stood the Senator.

Mr, McNARY. No one believes that this Congress or any
other Congress has the right to say to the States that they
must adopt certain standards for milk produced in those States.
If that should be attempted, the only effect it would have
would be on milk and dairy products moving in interstate
commerce, which comprise a very small portion of the total
consumed. To that extent I said it might sometime and ulti-
mately have a wide applieation.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Certainly.

Mr. COPELAND. We hear often in this body such expres-
sions as “ Let us stand up for America, let us protect Ameriea."”
That is exactly what we are proposing to do in this bill. We
are now permitting to come into the couniry a comparatively
small amount of milk—that is, only 60,000 or 80,000 guarts a
day. New York daily consumes 3,000,000 gquarts, so this is a
negligible guantity. But the farmers of my State and the
farmers of New England and the farmers of Ohio are com-
pelled to conform to certain sanitary standards and bacterial
standards as regards milk, while the farmers of Canada at the
present time are permitted to send here milk which may be
teeming with bacteria and produced under conditions a great
desal cheaper than the American farmer can produce it, thus
enabling the Canadian farmer to compete unfairly with the
American farmer. i
- Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Massa-
chusetts permit me to propound a guestion to the Senator from
New York? !

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. BRATTON. Has not the State of New York ample au-
thority to deal with that matter by legislation? If the people
of New York do not want to consume milk produced in Canada
under those circumstances, is not the State of New York
abundantly able to prohibit the distribution of Canadian milk
unless it comes up to the standard which is preseribed by this
legislation? And if so, what is the justification of the Federal
Government invading this field and undertaking to say on be-
half of the people of New York what kind of milk may be
distributed and sold in the markets of that State?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. If New York is not capable
of doing it, the Federal Government is not capable.

Mr. COPELAND. The State of New York is amply com-
petent to deal with the problem, and it is doing so. But there
are certain standards which are maintained by the ecities of
New York State which are very much higher than those main-
tained by the rural communities. When this milk is brought in
to the United States and rejected in New York, it is sent to
other States of the Union where they have no such standards,

Mr. BRATTON. Are not those other States able to protect
their citizens with suitable legislation?

Mr. COPELAND. Yes; they are.

Mr. BERATTON. If the c¢ity of New York maintains a higher
standard than the rural communities of the State, is not the
State abundantly able to deal with that situation?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr, COPELAND. Absolutely.

Mr. BRATTON., What can be the justification for the Fed-
eral Government saying through legislation of this character
what kind of milk shall be consumed, and taking the position
that the States shall not deal with the subject matter through
State legislation?

Mr. COPELAND. I realize fully that it can be dealt with as
a State proposition, and I suppose on this side of the Chamber
that is the doctrine which ought to be preached, but at the same
time the matter nnder discussion is very intimately related to
the health and lives particularly of infants of the country.

Mr. BRATTON. I agree with that statement.

Mr. COPELAND. It seems to me that in the interest of the
dairy producers, in the interest of public health, the measure
should be enacted into law. It does not embarrass anybody.
The dairy farmer of Canada can send his milk into the United
States if he conforms to our standards. As a matter of fact,
the objeeting distributers are not worried about fluid milk.
They are worried about cream. If the people of any other
State are satisfied to have contaminated cream shipped in
from the interior of Canada, where it is produced under abso-
lutely unsanitary conditions, and if the people are satisfied to
have ice cream made of that sort of stuff and sold to them, I
would be satisfied to have an amendment to the bill that would
take care of such cream. But so far as the dairy farmers of
my section are coneerned, and so far as the citizens of my State
are concerned, we are against it. For the protection of life,
I stand for the bill and think it should be enacted into law.

Mr. BRATTON. The Senator from New York admits that
his State is able to protect its citizenship so far as the scope of
this bill is concerned, and that every other State is able to da
the same thing, The only justification offered for the bill is
that it is humanitarian in its purpose and tends to develop,
promote, and proteet health.

Mr. COPELAND. No; I did not say that.

Mr. BRATTON. Then I misunderstood the Senator.

Mr. COPELAND. I said the bill also has economic features
connected with it. It is for the protection of the dairy industry
as well,

Mr. BRATTON. Is not each State able to protect its dairy
industry?

Mr. .COPELAND. Yes; each State is able to protect its
dairy industry, but are we never to enact any legislation which
is for the protection of America against a foreign country,
and must we waive forever, even on this side of the Chamber,
the question of the right of the State to deal with a particular
problem?

Mr. BRATTON. I do not think the Senator is justified in
saying “Are we required forever to raise the question of the
rights of the States.”

Mr. WALSH of Massachuseits. I might suggest that the
consumer has some economic rights as well as the producer of
the dairy products.

Mr. BRATTON. The fact that the bill may be wholesome
in its purpose does not justify the Federal Government in
invading the field of legislation. I do not question the pur-
pose of the bill,. The question is which sovereignty should
geal with it; that is, the Federal Government or the several

tates.

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator think it is invading the
field of State legislation to regulate the importation of any
commodity from a foreign country? ;

Mr. BRATTON. I do not.

Mr, LENROOT. If there is anything that is exclusively
Federal, it is that kind of a question.

Mr. BRATTON. But the Senator iz unable to picture any
sitnation in his or any other State, so far as the purpose of the
bill is concerned, that his State can not abundantly protect.

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, yes; 1 can.

Mr. BRATTON. I would be happy to have it.

Mr. LENROOT, My State requires certain sanitary condi-
tions in regard to the produetion of milk, the cleanliness of
barns, and so forth. My State has nothing to say about how
milk imported from Canada shall be produced or the kind of
sanitary conditions in Canada which shall be requisite for the
importation of milk into this country.

Mr. BRATTON. But the Benator’s State could prohibit the
distribution of milk in his State for local consumption unless
it came up to a certain standard.

Mr. LENROOT. Only as to a test of the article itself; but
it could not say that unless the milk is produced in Canada
under eertain conditions it should not be imported into the
State. That would be beyond the power of the State.

Mr. BRATTON. But the Senator’s State eould prohibit the
distribution of that commodity unless it came up to any

prescribed standard.
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Mr. LENROOT. On a test of the commodity itself.

Mr. BRATTON. And the standard could be exactly as high
as, or even higher, than this bill proposes.

Mr. LENROOT, There are two tests of milk with reference
to public health. One is the test of milk or cream itself as to
the bacterial content, temperature, and so forth, and the other
is as to the conditions of production. Both combined are what
insure the purity of milk. One of the tests the State can
impose; the other the State can not.

Mr. BRATTON. The Senator, I am sure, does not question
the power on the part of his State to prohibit the distributton
of milk unless it comes up to any standard which his State,
through its legislature, is minded to make?

Mr. LENROOT. Any standard that can be determined by a
test of the commodity itself. That I agree to, but mothing
further. If purity can not be wholly determined by such a
test, and something else is required fo bring milk to the
highest purity, it is beyond the power of the State to require
that other thing. If it were not for that, why should the
States require, in addition to tests of the commodity, certain
sanitary conditions and requirements to be fulfilled upon the
farm?

Mr. BRATTON. The Senator does not undertake to say
that the Federal Government has any superior knowledge
above the States in a matter of this kind?

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly not. But the Federal Govern-
ment is taking the knowledge of States like New York and that
is what this bill is based upon—the standards of the Board of
Health of the State of New York—and simply providing that
as to milk imporied from foreign countries it shall comply
with the provisions required by the standards of one of the
greatest States in the Union.

Mr. BRATTON. This bill does not give the Federal Govern-
ment the power to inspect conditions in Canada under which
the milk is produeed. It simply forbids the importation of
the milk until it shall come up to certain standards.

Mr. LENROOT. That is true.

Mr. BRATTON. Any State can do the same thing.

Mr. LENROOT. No; I beg to differ from the Senator.

Mr. BRATTON. Unhappily, then, we differ. I hold that
any State can prohibit the distribution of milk within her
territory unless it comes up to any standard which that
State is minded to fix.

Mr. LENROOT, If that standard can be determined from a
test of the commodity itself that is true, and provided that the
test is reasonable. I can not agree that any standard may
be applied. If it is shown that an article is entirely healthful,
recalling the child-labor case, the State would not have any
authority to prohibit the importation within the Btate of that
article.

Mr. BRATTON. I did not say importation; I said distribu-
tion.

Mr. LENROOT. Or the distribution within the State of the
article. I submit the State has no authority to prohibit the
distribution within the confines of the State of any article
unless such prohibition can be grounded upon the article being
deleterious to the public health or some other of the well-
recognized rules as to the application of police power.

Mr. BRATTON. Is not that the very foundation on which
the Senator undertakes to press this measure?

Mr. LENROOT. The distinction is that the Federal Gov-
ernment in its dealings with foreign commerce, with foreign
relations, may absolutely exclude—I am speaking now of the
power—if it sees fif, the importation of any foreign article.
The State, however, has no such power, Therefore the Fed-
eral Government as is proposed to be done in this bill may
provide conditions under which importations may be made
that no State would have the power—speaking again only of
the power—to invoke.

Mr. BRATTON. I agree with the Senator that, perhaps,
the Federal Government has greater power, but this bill does
not undertake to exercise it. If this bill can be justified at
all, it must be on the theory that the importation of milk is
deleterious to the public health; and I undertake to say that
the State hag the power not to prohibit the importation but to
prohibit the sale and distribntion upon the local market or to
prohibit the local distribution of venders or from seller to
purchaser of any milk unless it shall come up to a standard
which that State may fix.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor from New Mexico yield to me?

Mr. BRATTON. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator's statement is
absolutely correct; and it may be interesting to him to know, in
addition, that my information is that the milk producers and
distributers have agreed with the State authorities in Massa-
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chusetts that actnal inspection shall be made in Canada of
the sources of milk supply, so that there is the actual inspee-
tion in Canada applied to the milk and cream that comes into
the State of Massachusetts from that country.

Mr. BRATTON. I thank the Senator from Massachusetts
for his suggestion. It is gquite relevant and helpful.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, if the Senator from New
Mexico will yield further, I desire to say that I do not think
the Senator from Massachusetts is familiar with the hearings
upon that very question as to the kind of inspection there is in
Canada. We took a great deal of evidence on that subject.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do not claim that it is
the same inspection which is made locally, but there is an
inspection made, .

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I should like to reply to
that suggestion. Of course, the State of New York has no
right to go into Canada and to inspect any dairies there.

Mr. BRATTON. Neither has the Federal Government.

Mr. COPELAND. That is true; neither has the K Federal
Government such right.

Mr. BRATTON. So we are agreed that far.

Mr. COPELAND. We are,

In order that there may be inspection at the source, this bill
is so framed that milk may be admitted into the United States
provided it comes from a source where the herds are tuber-
culin tested and are free from tuberculosis, or provided it is
taken by creameries which may ship it into Boston or New
York and other cities but which Pasteurize it before it is sold.
In that way the health of the people is safegnarded. We are
providing for a method of dealing with the problem for which
no State can possibly provide,

Mr, BRATTON. Let us see about that. The Senator from
New York says that the State of New York has no power to
go into Canada and inspect dairies or the conditions under
which the milk is produced, and neither has the Federal Gov-
ernment; but the Federal Government under this bill under-
takes to say that Canada shall not export milk into the
United States unless she gives the Federal authorities the
right to come into Canada and inspect the conditions under
which the milk is produced; otherwise, the importation of milk
is forbidden. State authorities ean not go into Canada arbi-
trarily and inspect the conditions under which the milk is
produced, but the State can say that milk can not be sold
within the State until officials on behalf of that State are
permitted to go into Canada for such purposes or otherwise
satisfy themselves respecting the conditions under which the
commodity is produced, just as the officials of the Federal
Government would have to’be satisfied under this bill.

Mr. REED of Missourl. Mr, President——

Mr. BRATTON. I yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED of Missourl. I wish to make a suggestion. This
bill ought to go over. It is manifest that it is a very important
bill and can not be properly discussed in the few minutes
that are left. Some of us want to study the bill and its
ramifications, and read the hearings. I make the suggestion
that the bill be allowed to go over until to-morrow so that
we may have a chance to study it.

Mr. BRATTON. I quite agree with what the Senafor
from Missouri has said. I do not oppose the theory of this
legislation npon this subject; I think it is wholesome; it is
salutary, and points in the proper direction; but I seriously
question the justification of the Federal Government invading
the field so long as the States are abundantly able to take care
of their respective citizenships.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr, President, may I suggest to the Senator
from New Mexico that there might well be some doubt as
to the power of the Federal Government to deal with milk at
all after it has become a part of the common mass of prop-
erty of the State. As I understand, the milk in question is
not necessarily shipped from the producer direct to the con-
sumer, but is probably sold in wholesale quantities in the
different cities of the States, In that event of course the
milk becomes a part of the common mass of property in the
State and is subject, as the Senator from New Mexico contends,
to State regulation, but not to Federal regulation at all. Let
me cite a recent case. Natural gas was manufactured over
in the State of West Virginia and brought into western Mary-
land. The Public Service Commission of Maryland undertook
to prescribe rates at which that natural gas should be sold.
Of course, the contention was at once set up that that was
a matter of exclusive Federal cognizance and that the Public
Service Commission of Maryland had no power to fix rates in
relation to that natural gas., The reply to that was that the
gas had become impounded in the State of Maryland in the
deadheads of mains and pipes and that therefore it had become
a part of the common mass of property of the State of Mary-
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land ; and that view was upheld by the Supreme Court of the
Unifed States.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, the Senator from Mary-
Iand has raised an interesting question. I am not prepared
to go quite that far at this time, although I confess it is
worthy of serious consideration. He has stated it with his
usual clarity. Assuming, however, that the Federal Govern-
meut has the power under the commerce elause of the Con-
stitution to enact legislation of this kind, I still oppose the
policy of the bill. I do not believe that under the commerce
clanse of the Constitution the Federal Government is justified
in invading any field of legislation exeept under circumstances
where the State can not adequately deal with the subject mat-
ter because the field is necessarily interstate in character, so
that one State alone is powerless to deal with it. The author
of the bill has been unable to set forth, satisfactorily to my
mind, at least, any situation under which any State in the
Union is unable to proteet its citizenship perfectly without the
assistance of the Federal Government.

Mr, LENROOT. I was most unfortunate if I failed to
impress what I had in mind upon the Senator from New
Mexico,

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, I am exceedingly tmrortu—
nate if I have been unable to understand the Senator from
Wisconsin, who always expresses himself with great clearness,

Mr. LENROOT. 1 certainly do not for a moment agree with
what I gather is the Senator's opinion that a State has the
authority to make any condition that it sees fit with reference
to the sale and distribution of a commodity within that State
imported from another country or State. I can not agree with
the Senator if that is his view.

Mr. BRATTON. Upon the local market?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; upon the local market. It ean not
prohibit the sale of a healthful article under the guise of

regulation.

Mr. BRUCE.: Mr. President, if I may make a suggestion to
the Senator, suppose that a commodity has entered a State and
has become blended with the ecommon mass of private property
in that State, what then?

Mr. LENROOT. Then another rule comes into play.
can not then regulate it.

Mr.  BRUCH. The Federal Government, then, eertainly
would have no power to regulate. I will say to the Senator
from New Mexico that, in so far as the gunestion of jurisdiction
is concerned, I think he overlooks the fact that, in the light
of latter-day theories of State rights, this bill could be very
readily shaped up in such a way that it would give the Federal
Government full cognizance of this subject. All the Federal
Government would have to do would be to enact a law pro-
viding for a Federal board of milk inspection and making an
appropriation and then stipulating that no State should get the
benefit of that appropriation unless it matched it with an eguiv-
alent State appropriation. Then the whole object would be
accomplished.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BRATTON. 1 yield to the Senator from New York.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I wonder if I ean say a
word that will be at all illuminating.

Mr. BRATTON. Any word the Senafor from New York may
say will be illuminating,

Mr. COPELAND. That is very generous of the Senator. I
think it is generally conceded that the State of New York
would have no right to set up a law to prevent the importation
of a product frem a foreign country. That is true, is it not?

Mr. BRATTON. Certainly it would have no power to do that.

Mr. COPELAND. Very well. There is this practical aspect
of this question:

As the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bruce] or somebody else
gaid a liftle while ago, this milk is not brought in wholesale
from Canada. It is delivered to ereameries on the American
gide by individual Canadian farmers. The only way in which
we can guard ourselves against impure milk, unless we have
a provision of this sort, is by some sort of inspection of the
milk when it comes into the country or across the line.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr, President, will the Senator let
me ask him a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Joxes of Washington in
the chair). Does the Senator from New Mexico yield to the
Senator from Missouri?

Mr. BRATTON. I yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator says that the milk is
hauled by Canadian farmers to American dairies. Al right.
How is the milk that is hauled to the American dairy by the
American farmer protected agains{?

Mr. COPELAND. Will the Senator repeat his question?

They
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Mr. REED of Missouri. If an Ameriean farmer hauls milk
to the same American dairy, what is the modus operandi for

’ ?thepeopleagainsthisimpuremﬂk? It is inspected ;
ig it not

Mr, COPELAND. The way in which the consumer of the
milk is protected so far as New York City is concerned is that
the milk is Pasteurized, whether it comes from the American
farmer or whether it comes from the Canadian farmer.

Mr. REED of Missouri. - All right. Now, the Canadian
farmer brings im a pail of Canadian milk and dumps it into
a vat, and the American farmer brings in a pail of milk and
pours it inte the vat. Now comes the question of protection.
New York State says it shall all be Pasteurized. The Cana-
dian pail of milk is Pasteurized the same as the other, and if
it is not Pasteurized it can not be sold in New York. ’

Mr, COPELAND. No, Mr. President; that is not correct. I
spoke about New Yark City protecting its supply.

Mr. REED of Missouri. All right.

Mr. COPELAND. But as a matier of fact the individual
Canadian farmer living 2 miles from the line drives into the
Ameriean creamery with a can of milk, 40 quarts of milk, which
is dumped into the common vat in that ereamery. All the rest
of the milk in that vat comes from farms in the State of New
York, which are inspected, and the cattle are inspected, so we
know that the New York State milk is pure milk; but the 40
quarts of milk coming from the Canadian farmer may eontami-
nate the whole lot. In eonsequence there may be an epidemie
of scarlet fever or there may be some cases of tuberculosis
or there may be some other disease which may be conveved by
milk by reason of the 40 guarts dumped into the American vat
by the Canadian farmer.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, then will the Senator
tell us, since he has gotten outside of the eity of New York,
why the State of New York can not pass a law that will provide
that milk that does not conform to the New York regulations
;Mrﬂ?mt be mixed with the milk produced in the State of New

0

Mr. COPELAND. If the Senator from New Mexico will per-
mit me——

Mr. BRATTON. I yield to the Senator from New York

Mr., COPELAND. I may say that New York is anxious to
have the Camadian milk; it wants the Canadian milk; but it
wants to safeguard the health of its people by requiring that
the Canadian milk farmer shall meet the same sanitary con-
ditions that we require in the State of New York.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Will the Senator, then, tell us why
the State of New York can not prohibit the sale of Canadian
milk unless it is certified and proven, the same as domestie
milk, to have been produced under healthful conditions?

Mr. COPELAND. I should like to ask the Senator from
Missouri in reply, what reason is there, in the name of common
sense, why a law of this sort should not be enacted by
ggzgr%ss, in order that the citizens of all States may be pro-

ed?

Mr. REED of Missouri. Simply because every State has the
right to regulate this matter for itself. The argument the
Senator makes eould be applied generally to all legislation and
to all matters within all States. You might as well ask why
Congress should not prohibit the eommission of ordinary erimes
in the States. The answer is, simply because it is the business
of the States.

Mr. BRATTON. Yon might just as well say that the Federal
Government should set up a standard for the practice of medi-
cine in New York as well as all of the other States of the
Union. If uniformity is the justification for the passage of this
bill, it counld be applied with peculiar foree to the practice of
medicine, because the practice of that science has to do with
life and health in an incomparable way. Yet, no one proposes
Federal legislation on that subjeet.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BRATTON. Yes; I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. It seems strange to me to have this posi-
tion taken by the Senator from Missouri, who, more than any
other man in this body, is always waving the American flag,
and saying, “Let us stand up for America!” Now, we have
here a proposal which has to do in the first place with the
protection of the lives of American citizens, and in the next
place it has to do with the proteetion of the great dairy industry
of this country.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I have stood for
protecting the rights of America, and I hope that I am still
standing there, and I hope every other man in the Senate is
standing there. We all may have different views as to how the
rights of Ameriea are best to be protected, but I am sure
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everybody is equally sineere in his desire to protect them; but
what has that to do with this question?

It is proposed here that no milk can be imported into the United
States unless it meets certain specific requirements, which, it
appears, are those of New York City; and, of course, that ought
to settle the guestion of their being right. If New York City
has them, all the rest of the world ought to take that dose at
once. Let us assume that they are right. The Senator from
New York thinks that everybody else in the United States
ought to be protected in exactly the same way that the citizens
of New York are protected by their local laws, and hence he
wants to extend the ordinances of New York City to the Nation
by this process.

There is another principle that has to do with protecting
America, not from enemies abroad, but from foolish proposi-
tions from within—and I am not so characterizing this. I
do not say that it is foolish, and I do not say that the Senator
is foolish for being for it. That principle is that we have
cerfain sovereign States in the United States; that they are
presumed to know enough to attend to their own business and
protect their own people; and that when a quart of milk
lands in any one of these States, and it is proposed to sell
it to anybody, that State has jurisdiction over that milk, and
that State can regulate or prohibit the sale of that milk for the
purpose of protecting the life and the health of its citizens.
Its regulations must be reasonable, of course. Is it said that
this proposed law is to be unreasonable, and hence is to go
farther than the States could go? If so, it ought not to be
enacted. The State can protect, by reasonable regulations, the
shipment or use of that commodity within the State. The differ-
ence between the Senator and myself is that I think the State
knows enough to take care of its own business, and that this
is a matter that does not belong to the Federal Government.
When by the Constitution we reserved to the Federal Govern-
ment the right to regulate importation into this country it was
never intended at the time that it shonld be used as a means
of depriving the States of the right to regulate the sale within
the respective States of anything which the people thereof
thonght was proper.

The States can protect, and they have protected. If there
is anything back of this bill, it is the desire of a few milkmen
to shut off a competition. If the Federal Government can
insist that milk shall be certified in a certain way by the
Canadian Government before it can be shipped into the United
States, the State of New York can say that no milk shipped
from foreign parts shall be sold there unless there is a cer-
tificate produced, and it can sustain that upon the ground that
it is a regulation for the purpose of protecting the bealth of
the people of the State.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I suppose the Senator bases
that on the line of reasoning so often resorted to—to uphold
State quarantine regulations?

Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes.

Mr. COPELAND. I feel that the State of New York can not
guard itself adequately against the importation of contaminated
milk. So far as New York City is concerned, we have no in-
terest in this bill except to make it possible for the Canadian
farmer to bring his milk and safe milk to New York, because
we want that amount of milk. New York City now gets milk
from seven States of the Union as well as from the Dominion
of Canada. We need that amount of milk; but we have no
present means of protecting against the contaminated milk of
the individual farmer who lives over the line and brings it into
the creamery on the American side. We are not permitted to
inspect his dairy and herds. It is too expensive to inspect
every individual shipment. This is not a matier between the
States; this is a matter between the United States and Canada ;
and it would seem to me that the Senator from Missouri,
who always seeks to protect American rights, ought to seek to
protect the health of the people as well as their politieal rights.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Having this job of protecting Amer-
jean rights, I am trying now to protect the Senator from New
York from the blunder of claiming that when milk gets into
the United States, and somebody proposes to sell it, it is not
subject to the control of the laws of the State where it is
being sold.

Mr. COPELAND. Of course it is, Mr, President; but that
would mean the destruction of the milk. That would mean
throwing it away. We are trying to bring about the enactment
of a law which will permit the Canadian farmer to sell his
milk in the United States, and to bring in milk which we will
be justified in buying.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Is he not permitted to do that now?
And if he brings it in in good shape now, can not your mill
inspectors pass it as good? What is the trouble with it2
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Mr. BRATTON, Mr. President, I am unable to follow the
Senator from New York in his statement that, in the absence
of legislation of this kind, the milk from Canada would be
thrown away. No sovereignty, whether it be the Federal
Government or a sovereign State, has the right to go into
Canada to satisfy itself respecting the conditions under which
dairy products are produced there. In the final analysis that
right must be given voluntarily by the Canadian people or the
Canadian authorities,

The only thing the Federal Government can do, even by
stretching the commerce clauge of the Constitution, is to forbid
the importation of dairy products until the Federal authorities
are safisfied that such produets have been produced under
wholesome conditions and approved circumstances.
yth;- COPELAND. No, Mr., President; if the Senator will

el

Mr, BRATTON. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. That was the situation under the bill as it
was originally drawn, but a very important amendment has
been added. If the Senator will observe the bill, on page 4,
beginning at line 13, he will find that it provides that the
Secretary of Agriculture is directed to waive the requirements
when this milk is sent to creameries within a distance of 20
miles and when it is intended that the milk shall be Pas-
teurized before it is sold.

The Federal Government can not undertake fo go into
Canada to inspect dairies, of course—that is utterly out of the
question; but these creameries, owned by the distributers of
milk, can require of the farmers who desire to sell to these
particular creameries a certain sanitary standard which they,
the creameries, will attend fo. So the thought of the authors
of the bill—and, by the way, I had nothing to do with the
drawing of the bill, and it was here before 1 knew about it—
was to protect the American farmer against unfair competition,
to protect the American consumer against the possibility of
disease, and, at the same time, make it possible for the Cana-
dian farmer to sell his milk in this country.

Mr, BRATTON. Mr. President, I had not proceeded far
enough to make my meaning known to the Senator from New
York. I undertook to say this, that, in the final analysis
whether the power be exercised by the Federal Government or
a State, there is no way to compel citizens or officials of Canada
to permit either the Federal Government or State officials to
invade Canada to determine whether milk or any other dairy
product was produced under sanitary conditions.

Mr, BRUCE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, RosixsoNy of Arkansas in
the chair). Does the Senator from New Mexico yield to the
Senator from Maryland?

Mr. BRATTON, I yield.

Mr, BRUCE. Does not the Senator mean that there is no
legal way of compelling them? There would be a practieal
way, of course, because certain conditions could be annexed
by any State of the Union or by the Federal Government to
the importation of milk from Canada.

Mr. BRATTON. The point I make is that neither sover-
eignty has the legal right to go into Canada for that purpose,
so that in the final analysis, whether the power be exercised
by the State or the Federal Government, the penalty to forbid
the consumption of such products by our people. In other
words, if the Federal Government undertakes to exercise the
sovereignty, it says that milk shall not be imported into this
country until the Federal Government is satisfied that the
milk has been produced under certain standards of sanitation
and purity and wholesomeness that satisfy the Federal authori-
ties, If the State is exercising the authority, it may say that
the product shall not be sold in the local markets of the State
until that sovereignty is satisfied that the product has been
produced under circumstances satisfactory to that sovereignty.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I certainly very sharply dif-
fer with the last statement of the Senator.

Mr. BRATTON. The Senator from Wisconsin has repeated
that twice, and I am unhappy to find myself in discord with
him upon that subject. I undertake to say that when a com-
modity is placed upon the local market, is separated from its
original container and becomes a subject of barter and sale upon
the local market, a State has ample aunthority to prohibit its
sale unless it measures up to the standard which that State has
set up. The State would have ample authority fo condemn
it and take steps to suppress it. This is frequently done respect-
ing various commodities of merchandise.

The Senator from New York has submitted a hypothetical
case which 1 desire to discuss briefly. He says that farmers in
Canada cross the international border, bring their products
to a creamery, where they are mixed with the products of the
dairymen and the farmers of New York. They all go into one
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common vat and become one common quantity, and there is no
way of separating the one from the other. Will the Senator
from Wisconsin countend that the State of New York is power-

less to forbid that creamery to sell that commodity in New:

York unlegs it comes up to a standard prescribed by that
State? Using the hypothetical case submitted by the Senator
from New York, the question answers itself, that the State of
New York is abundantly able, in her sovereign power ag a
sovereign State, to protect her citizenship against the sale
of that commodity until it measures up to the standard which
that State shall establish, and every other State has the same
power. If so, where is the justification for the Federal Govern-
ment taking that power from the States and arrogating it
unto itself?

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Mexico
yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr, BRATTON. T yield to the Senator from New York.

AMr. COPELAND. I follow the Senator’'s reasoning, but he
overlooks the important fact that we in New York are desirous
of having the Canadian milk, and I can speak also of New
England, because they have the same need, and I think the
people of Ohio have the same need,

Mr. BRATTON. I will address myself to that.

Mr. COPELAND. That point has been disregarded so far
by the Senator.

Mr. BRATTON. Oh, no, Mr. President; not at all. If the
State of New York desires the milk from Canada, but the State
of New York wants it to measure up to the standard set by this
bill, why can not the legislature of the State of New York say
that she wants the product but that it must measure up to a
certain standard, and fix the standard just as high as this bill
undertakes to fix it, or even higher? She ean do that. She
can cover the whole subject and fully protect her people by
legislation harmonizing with the desires of her people. This
essentially is a matter to be resolved by the sovereign people
of each State. it :

_ Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. As a matter of fact, several
of the States have done that. i B et _

Mr. BRATTON. Accepting the Senator's argument that the
State of New York wants the products, why can not the State
of New York take them under conditions fixed by the State of
New York, just as wholesome and just as salutary as this bill
undertakes to fix? 1

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, BRATTON. 1 yield. E

Mr, BRUCE. As I understand the reasoning of the Senator
from New Mexico, this is one of those cases where the jurisdic-
tion of the Federal Government under the interstate commerce
clause is not exclusive. In other words, the subject matter is
not of national scope, not of national concern, and therefore,
50 long as the Federal Government does not legislate, the State
has plenary authority to legislate,

Mr. BRATTON. Exactly.

Mr. BRUCE. It has been held that falling within that class
of cases are cases inyolving quarantine regulations of any sort.
Until the Federal Government chooses to regulate in regard to
quarantining passengers coming from a foreign country, the
State has the right to regulate with respect to that subject. So
with regard to ferries, within certain limitations, if the Federal
Government has not enacted any legislation on the subject, the
subject is within the control of the States. So, if I am correct
in assuming that that is the line of reasoning the Senator from
New Mexico is pursuing—and I think I am right—then it seems
to me perfectly clear that until the Federal Government does
choose to exercise the authority under some such legislation as
this, the States have all the powers which are pecessary for the
purpose of regulating the subject.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, may I say a word to the
Senator?

Mr. BRUCE. Let me say further, if the Senator is right in
his statement that inspection under the bill would not take
hold of milk until it had becpme blended with domestic millk,
in milk containers of one sort or another, then the Federal
Government would be powerless to legislate with regard to the
subject at all, because the milk then would have become a part
of the common mass of private property in the State, subject
exclusively to the control of the State. ]

Mr. COPELAND. If the Senator from New Mexico will
permit me, the Senator from Maryland spoke about guarantine
regulations. As a matter of fact, the Senator will recall that
until very recently several of our important quarantine stations
were State stations, The station at New York, where two-

thirds or three-fourths of all the immigrants enter, until about [

five years ago was a State quarantine station. .
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Mr. BRUCE. Yes; because the Government had not chosen
to take the matter into its hands.

Mr. COPELAND. This was found to be a matter which
was of such vital interest to all the people of the country, and
to every State in the country, that it seemed very wise for
the Federal Government to take ‘over those local stations, and
now the New York station is in charge of the Federal Govern-
ment.

Here we have 4 situation quite analogous, as I see it. -

Mr. BRUCE. Except as to this, the milk” with which such
legislation would deal would be of partly foreign origin and
partly domestic origin, whereas quarantine regulations' origi-
nate entirely in relation to foreign conditions; that is to say,
they have to do with the migration of foreigners from foreign
countries into the United States.

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Mexico
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. BRATTON. I yield.

IMMIGRATION QUOTAS

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. It is obvious that the pending
bill can not be voted on to-day, and I wondered if the Senator
would be willing to yield to me to ask for the passage of
Senate Resolution 318, submitted by me, calling on the Presi-
dent to send to the Senate a certain report as to the national
origin of certain immigrants,

Mr. BRATTON. I gladly yield to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania. : :

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I ask that the resolution be laid
before the Senate. :

The resolution (8. Res. 318) was read and agreed to, as
follows ; Pl g :

' ? Senate Resolution 318 i

Resolved, That the President be reguested, if not incompatible with
the public interest, to transmit to the Senate a copy of the joint report
of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Commerce, and the Secretary
of Labor to the President in pursusince of section 11(e) of the immi-
gration act of 1924, )]

IMPORTATION OF MILK

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
11768) to regulate the.impartation of milk and cream into the
United States for the purpose of promoting the dairy indusiry
of the United States and profecting the public health.

Mr. BRATTON. I am informed that several Senators have
matters they want to bring to the attention of the Senate
before 2 o'clock, and as it is obyvious that-we. can not pass
the pending bill at this time, I suggest to the Senator from
Wisconsin that he let the bill go over until to-morrow.

Mr. LENROOT. It is so near 2 o'clock that I ask that the
bill may go to the calendar, and retain its present position on
the calendar.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill goes back to the calendar.

CONCESSIONS IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES

Mr. WHEELER submitted the following resolution (S. Res.
319), which was read and referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations: .

Senate Resolution 319

Whereas American investments abroad, already amounting to many
billlons of dolldrs, are increasing rapidly, especially since the World
War, and are alleged in & number of instancés to be conditloned upon
unjustifiable concessions from foreign governments which lack capital
but desire to develop their pesources; and

Whereas such concesssions if unjust in their terms endanger legiti-
mate investments abroad; and

Whereas controversies regarding the rights and duties of holders
of such concessions constitute an increasingly important part of the
foreign relations of this Government and produce tension which has
frequently led to armed intervention and may lead to war: Therefore
be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Foreign Relations, or any duly
authorized subcommittee thereof, is authorized to investigate the
terms and cooditions under which concessions have been procured in
foreign countries by United States citizens and by corporations and
other associations in which United States citizens are financially

' interested, and the nature and extent of such concessions, with par-
; ticular reference to (1) the source and sanction of such concessions,

(2) the record, precedents, and traditions of the Government of the
United States in its foreign relations since its establishment, in so far
as the rights and duties Incident to such concessions constitute the
gubject matter of international official correspondence, and (3) the
principal aspects of publle policy involved in the treatment, as prop-

| erty rights for purposes of diplomatic protection, of such concessions,
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; For the purposes: of this resolntion such committee or subcommittee
is authorized to hold hearings, to sit and act at such times and
places; to employ such experts and clerical, stenographic, and other
assistants; to require by subpeena or otherwise the attendance of such
witnesses and the production of such books, papers, and documents;
to administer such oaths and to take such testimony and to make
such expenditures as it deems advisable. The cost of stenographic
service to report such hearings shall not be in excess of 25 cents per
hundred words. The expenses of such committee or subcommittee,
ghall not exceed $30,000 and shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the chairman of such com-
mittee or subcommittee. Snch committee or subcommittee shall make
a final report to the Senate as to its findings at the beginning of the
first regular session of the Seventleth Congress.

MUSCLE SHOALS PROJECT (8. DOC, NO. 189)

Mr. DENEEN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed as a Senate document a letter addressed to me
by the Secretary of War, dated December 14, 1926, in response
to my request regarding the proposed offer of the Farmers'
Federated Fertilizer Corporation for the Muscle Shoals project,
together with an analysis of the proposed offer and a detailed
analysis by Lieut. Col. M. C. Tyler, Corps of Engineers, and
Senate bill 4632, introduced December 7, 1926, by the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. Erxst] and referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

MATERNITY AND INFANT HYGIENE

The VICE PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o'clock having ar-
rived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business,
which will be stated.

The CuigF CreErx. A bill (H. R. 7555) to authorize for the
fiscal years ending June 30, 1928, and June 30, 1929, appro-
priations for carrying out the provisions of the act entitled
“An act for the promotion of the weifare and hygiene of
maternity and infancy, and for other purposes,” approved
November 23, 1921.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is before the Senate as
in Committee of the Whole,

EXECUTIVE SESBION

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After three hours and
fifteen minutes spent in executive session, the doors were
reopened.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, CURTIS. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 16 minutes
p. m,) the Senate adjoumed until to-morrow, Friday, Jan-
uary 7, 1927, at 12 o'clock meridian.

" NOMINATIONS

Erecutive nominations received by the Senaie January 6, 1927
CorLreEcToR oF CUSTOMB
Frank M. Hume, of Houlton, Me., to be collector of customs
for customs collection distriect No. 1, with headqguarters at
Portland, Me., in place of Carl E. Milliken, resigned.

APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY
MEDICAL DEPARTMENT
To be assistant to ithe Surgeon General, with the rank of
brigadier general, for a period of four years from date of
acceptance
Col. Fraunk Royer Keefer, Medical Corps, from February 11,
1027, viee Brig. Gen. Walter D, McCaw, Assistant Surgeon
G;;Teral, who is to be retired from active service February 10,
1927.
APPOINTMENTS BY TRANSFER IN THE REGULAR ARMY
JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT

Capt. Charles Simonton Brice, Coast Arfillery Corps (de-
tailed in Judge Advocate General's Department), with rank
from July 1, 1920,

FINANCE DEPARTMENT

Capt. Paul Samuel Beard, Infantry (detailed in Finance

Department), with rank from July 1, 1920,
FIELD ARTILLERY
Col. Fred Erskine Buchan, Cavalry, with rank from Sep-

tember 27, 1924,
COABT ARTILLERY CORPS
Second Lieut. James Frederick Howell, jr., Infantry, effec-
tive April 2, 1927, with rank from June 12, 1924,
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ProMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY
To be coloneis _
%LIS;(E Col. James George Hannah, Infantry, from December
Lieut. Col. Sammnel Breck MecIntyre, Finance Department,
from December 28, 1926,
To be lieutenant colonels
Maj. George Wilbur Cocheu, Coast Artillery Corps, from
December 25, 1926,
Maj. Charles Herman Patterson, Coast Artillery Corps,
from December 28, 1926.
T'o be majors
Capt. Carl Smith Doney, Coast Artillery Corps, from Decem-
ber 23, 1926.
Capt. Willlam Hieatt Cureton, Field Artillery, from Decem-
ber 25, 1926.
Capt. Fay Brink Prickett, Field Arﬂllery, from December
28, 1926.
To be capilains
First Lieut. Frauk Leslie Carr, Cavalry, from December 23,
1926.
First Lieut. Frank Edmund Bertholet, Cavalry, from Decem-
ber 25, 1926. _
First Lieut., Marion Carson, Cavalry, from December 28,
1926.
First Lieut. Rossiter Hunt Garity, Cavalry, from December

31, 1926.
To be first lieutenants

Second Lieut. Andrew Julius Evans, Infantry, from Decem-
ber 23, 1926,
Second Lieut. Paul Corson Howe, Coast Artillery Corps,
from December 23, 1926.
Second Lient. Donald McKechnie Ashton, Infantry, from De-
cember 23, 1926.
Seeond Lieut. Edward Alfred Mueller, Infantry, from Decem-
ber 25, 1926.
Second Lieut, Robert Willlam Calvert Wimsatt, Air Gorps,
from December 28, 1926,
MEDICAL CORPS
To be major
Capt. Fletcher Olin McFarland, Medical Corps, from Decem-
ber 19, 1926.
VETERINARY OORPS
To be colonel
Lieut. Col. Robert Vans Agnew, Veterinary Corps, from De-
cember 18, 1926.
PROMOTIONS IN THE PHILIPPINE ScouTs
To be first lieutenants
Second Lieut. Amado Martelino, Philippine Scouts, from De-
cember 30, 1926.
Second Lieunt. Victor Zalamea Gomez, Philippine Scouts, from
December 31, 1926.
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY
MARINE CORPS
Second Lient. James M. McHugh to be a first lieutenant in
the Marine Corps from the 31st day of October, 1926.
Pay Clerk Arthur D. Sisk to be a chief pay clerk in the
Marine Corps, to rank with but after second lieutenant, from
the 10th day of June, 1926,

CONFIRMATIONS
Ewxecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate January 6, 1927
DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR SERVICE

Selden Chapin to be secretary.
Charles H. Derry to be vice consul of career,
POSTMASTERS
. ALASHA
Zeph T. Halferty, Kodiak.
CONNECTICUT
Alfred C. Ward, Middletown.
Weeden F. Sheldon, Moosup.
GEORGIA
Louise F. Hayes, Montezuma.
IDAHO
Louis W. Thrailkill, Bolse,
KANBAS
David W, Naill, Herrington,
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KENTUCKY

Lenard W. Thrasher, Burkesville,
Andy M. Smith, McHenry, .
William E. Jones, Princeton.
James L. Howard, Walling Creek,

MAINE
Jessie H. Nottage, Solon.
Harry M. Robinson, Warren.
NEBRABEA

Edward Ericksen, Boelus,
George W. Harding, Ralston.

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Lena K. Smith, Lancaster.
Cora H, Eaton, Littleton.
NEW YORK
Guy M. Lovell, Camillus.
Wright B. Drumim, Chatham,
Wilbur 8. Oles, Delhi.
John L. Mahalish, Hillburn,
John R. Baldwin, Livingston Manor,
Frederick A. Billipp, Mamaroneck.
Samuel W, Berry, Maybrook.
_ Franklin H. Sheldon, Middleport.
Scott E. Gage, Morris,
_ Harry Pottenburgh, Rhinebeck.
William T. Binks, Rome.
William Sanford, Zabona.
George F. Hendricks, Sodus.
Fred Hahn, Tonawanda.
Lewis E. Elston, Unionville,
Victor J. Banfield, Van Etten,
. Arthur F. Crandall, Wappingers Falls.
Margaret D. Martin, Willard. ;
NORTH DAKOTA
Jacob A. Phillips, Cleveland.
Harry M. Pippin, Halliday.
David L. Rourke, Osnabrock.
Desha V. Poland, Parshall -
Grace Anderson, Selfridge.
Minnie Alexander, Sherwood.
PENNSYLVANIA
John T. Ritter, Carnegie.
Henry Bourns, Ellsworth.
Lena E. Gould, McClellandtown,
Louis 0. Mellinger, Slickville.
TENNESSEE

Bverett R. Doolittle, Madison.
Conley Collins, Morristown.
TEXAS
Charles A. Ziegenhals, Bastrop.
Minnie L. Landon, Burnet.
Rebecca White, Carbon,
Sidney O. Hyer, Frost.
Oscar O. Ashenhust, Lorena.
Mary A. Haskell, Stockdale,
Robert H. Rhodes, Waelder.
UTAH
Porter A. Clark, Parowan,
Arza C. Page, Payson.
George M. Jones, Richfield.
Aroet L. Harris, Richmond. 3

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuurspay, January 6, 1927

The House met at 12 o'clock noon,
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

0 God, our heavenly Father, we come to Thee in the name
of Him who is the divinest expression of our humanity and
the perfect ideal for the races of men. HEver hold Thou His
cross before our waiting eyes and consider us, O Lord! Make
difficulties our opportunities and the lowliest duties our rich-
est privileges. Give us all that charity that shows forbear-
ance and that shields human weakness. Support us with Thy
faultless wisdom. Permit us to walk in happiness: make sor-
row a stranger to our firesides and may the sweet blessings of
love radiate in all our homes. In Thy holy name. Amen.
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" The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved,
a i CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. FISH. ' Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to proceed
out of order for 10 minutes.
- The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent to proceed out of order for 10 minntes. Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I desire to
make a point of order that there is no quorum present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is no quorum present.

Mr. TILSON. Mr, Speaker, I move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed
to answer to their names:

[Roll No. 8]
Aldrich Dickstein Lee, Ga, Periman
Anthony Drane Lehibach Phillips
Arentz Free Letts Reece
Auf der Heide Freeman Lineberger Reed, N. Y,
Barkley Fulmer Linthicum Sears, Fla.
Bell Funk Luce er
Boylan Gallivan hy Smithwick
Brsnd Ohlo Gibson tLaughlln Mich. Stephe
Britten older McLeod trong, Pa.
Burdick Goldsborough . McSwain Bullimn
Canﬂeld rman McSweeney Taylor, N. J.
Care Graham Madden Taylor, W. Va, -
(,arter. Calif. Houston Manlove Tillman
Celler Howard Mansfield Tincher
Chriatopberson Hull, Tenn Milligan Tolley
Cleary enkins Montgomery Tydings
Connally, Tex, Johnson, Ky. Moore, Ohio arren
Cuarry £8§ Morgan Williams, 111,
Davenport Kincheloe Nelgon, Wis. Woodyard
Deal Kindred 0'Connor, La.
Dickinson, lon Kunz 0'Connor, N. Y.

The SPEAKER. Three hn.ndred and forty-nine Members
are present.
Mr., TILSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with further
proceedings under the call.
The motion was agreed to.
The doors were opened.
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, ETC., mmmuron BILL

Mr. WOOD. Mr, Speaker——
'~ The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from New York yield
to the gentleman from Indlana?

Mr. FISH. I do. g

Mr. WOOD.. Mr. Speaker, I desire to present a privileged
report from the Committee on Appropriations, the Executive
office appropriation bill .
erd SANDLIN. Mr, Speaker, I desire to reserve alI points
of order.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 15959) making appropriations for the Executive office
and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and
offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1928, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Referred to the Committee on the state
of the Union and ordered printed.

BT, LAWRENCE WATERWAY

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from New York yield
to the gentleman from Ohlo?

Mr. FISH. I do.

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks by printing a report of the Secretary of Commerce
nlllade to the President on the surveys from the Great Lakes to
the sea.

The SPEAEER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous
consent to extend his remarks by printing a report of the Secre-
tary of Commerce in reference to surveys from the Great Lakes
to the sea. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none.

Mr. BEGG. DMr. Speaker, under leave to extend my remarks,
I submit the following:

DecEMBER 27, 1926,
The PRESIDENT,
The White House, Washington, D. 0.

DeAr Mg, PrESIDENT : This commission appointed by you on March
14, 1924, to advise npon development of shipway from the Great Lakes
to the sea has directed me to transmit to you their conclusions,

The necessity and feasibility of this undertaking has been the subject
of much previous study and repert. Under arrangements in 1919 be-
tween the United States and Canada the International Joint Commis-
slon made an investigation of river improvement between Montreal and
Lake Ontario, setting out its conclusions and recommendations in a




1170

report under date of Japuary 6, 1922, That commission strongly
fndorsed the plan for the improvement of the St. Lawrence River and
recommended that before the project should be actually undertaken the
engineering features should receive * that further and complete st_ud,y
that its magnitude and importance demand.”

In accordance with this recommendation and upon the appointment
of the present commission, and also a like body by Canada known as
the National Advisory Committee of Canada, it was agreed between the
two Governments that a joint board of six engineers should be created
to further exhaustively examine the subject. 'This joint engineering
board has now completed an exhaustive investigation of all the engineer-
ing features involved in the lake and river development. Its report is
berewith submitted.

By the river and harbor act approved March 3, 1825, the Board of
Fngineers of the United States Army was directed to make an exami-
nation and survey as to the feasibility and cost of a waterway from the
Great Lakes to the Hudson River, and a further inquiry was requested
by the resolution of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House,
dated May 26, 1926. This work was completed and reports made to
Congress December 6, 1926. )

In order that the commission might have complete data as to the
economic aspects of the problem, the Department of Commerce, at the
request of this commission, undertook a full examination of the
features and questions involved, and their report will be transmitted
to you within a few days.

These investigations and reports combine to present a most ex-
hanstive development of all of the important facts as to the subject.

This commission has also bad the advantage of a large amount of
other data and the personal study of its own members. Its conclu-
sions are as follows: ;

1. The construction of a shipway of sufficient depth to admit ocean
shipping from the Atlantic to the Great Lakes will lessen the economic
handicaps of adverse transportation costs to a vast area in.the interior
of the continent. Within the United States it embraces all or large
portions of the States of Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky, Illinois, Towa,
Missourl, Kansas, Nebraska, North and South Dakota, Montana, Wis-
consin, Minnesota, Michigan, Pennsylvania, and New York. It in-
cludes a large part of Canada. Within this area there are more than
40,000,000 inbabitants who gain their livelihood from its basic In-
dustries. It produces a vast surplus both from agriculture and man-
ufacturers, much of which demands long trdnsportation. There is a
reciprocal inflow of commodities from its neighbors.

These sections have always been under natural transportation dis-
advantages in the exportation and importation of commodities. But
the building of the Panama Canal artificially created a still further
dislocation of its competitive relations, and beyond this the necessary
" increase in railway rates following the war have shifted greatly the
economic position of the mid-continent to the great detriment of that
area. y

The problem has thus become one of wide importance, not only
because of the fundamental advantages of elimination of great wastes
in transportation costs, but also because of the necessity for readjust-
ment of adverse competitive relations of all the industries and agri-
cultore throughout the mid-continent.

This becomes apparent if we cease to think of distance merely as
a matter of miles and consider it in terms of cost. If we take as &
unit of measurement the cost in cents of carrying a ton of staple
goods at present rate, taking the cheapest route in each case, we find
that before the war New York was 1,904 cents away from San Fran-
eisco, while now it is only 1,680 cents away. Chicago, which  was
2610 cents away from the Pacific coast before the war, s to-day
2,946 cents away. In other words, Chicago has moved 336 cents away
from the Pacifie coast, while New York has moved 224 cents closer.
A similar calculation will show that in the same period, since ocean
rates have remained sbout the same, Chicago has moved 594 cents
away from the markets of the Atlantic seaboard and South America.
The same ratios apply to the other Mid-West points. The ‘increased
transportation costs to world markets from the mid-continent have
had serlous resnlts to agriculture, The rate increases affecting this
pection of from 6 to 18 cents per bushel uwpon grain have not been
accompanied by similar increases in many agricultural countries which
compete with it, since they possess greater accessibility to the sea-
board, and sea rates are about the same as before the war. Thus,
this increase in American rates bas been in large degree a deduction
from the receipts of farmers in the mid-continent. With the com-
pletion of such a shipway ns the St. Lawrence, the freight rates on
grain to world markets would be substantially reduced, and as a con-
sequence the price levels of all grain in the Lakes transportation area
would be Increased accordingly. Much the same type of economie
reaction would affect other commodities and industries. It has been
estimated that the values in a single year to the farmers alone would
equal the eapital cost of the waterway. Thus the economic importance
of the improvement would be far greater than the savings made upon
the actual tonnage transported, important though that would be.
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The interior States which are affected by this situation have not
been neglectful of the benefits to be derived by the bringing to them
of ship transportation to the sea,

Eighteen of them have associated together by acts of their legigla-

- tures, under the name of the Great Lakes-8t. Lawrence Tidewater Asso-

ciation. They represent nearly two-fifths of our population. They
have made their own Independent Investigation and have coneluded and
declared that the opening of the Great Lakes to ocean-going vessels
through the 8t. Lawrence i a major public ity in the ec ie
interest of their communities.

There ean be no disagreement in the opinion that this section of
the United Btates is entitled to an equalization in transportation
advantages as far as possible, nor as to the benefits which would inevi-
tably flow to it if ship access to the ocean is afforded.

2, Three different routes for such a shipway have been put forward.

(a) By reconstruction of the present canal from Lake Ontario to
the Hudson, making use of the new Welland Canal now being con-
structed by the Canadian Government to connect Lake Ontario and
Lake Hrie, The United States has treaty protection of egual treatment
in the use of the Welland.

{(b) By developing an * all-American™ route, which would include
the Lake Ontario-Hudson project, plus a new ship canal on the south
gide of Niagara, which would duplicate the new Welland Canal.

(e) By utilizing the St. Lawrence River as a joint undertaking with
Canada.

3. Both the initial and ultimate depth of the shipway involves many
technical and financial questions. A depth of 30 feet in the perma-
nent structures will provide for almost any contingency for many
years to cqme and for purposes of comparison in costs a depth of
canals which will permit of ships of 25 feet of draft has been adopted.
Such a depth will admit 88 per cent of all ships now entering Ameri-
can ports. After making full allowance for the seasonal variations in
the volume of traffic to be handled, the capacity of a waterway of this
depth, with a chain of single locks, is estimated at 30,000,000 tons per
annum. The capacity can be Increased to any reasonable amount that
may be desired by the construction of additional locks paralleling those
first installed.

4, It is estimated by the Department of Commerce that the following
tonnages are at present available for transportation of which, say 80 per
cent, represents export and imports as distinguished from internal traffic,

Ontario-
5t. Law-
New York A

route | rence roote

Tona Tong
Minimum estimate. . 15,000,000 | 21,000,000
Meaximum estimate. 20,000,000 | 25,000,000
Median 17, 500, 000 | 23,000, 000

8. The reports of the United States engineers of December 8, 1926,
estimate the cost of constructing the Lake Ontario-Hudson route at
$506,000,000; the all-American ronte at $631,000,000 (both estimates
without interest during construction)., No consequential relief by water
power can be developed upon these routes. The net cost to the joint
Governments of the improvement of the 8t. Lawrence route upon pro-
cedure indicated below would be upon the joint engineers’ estimates
of between $123,000,000 and $148,000,000, from which some further
reductions should be made from further realization upon hydroelectrie
power.

6. The development of the St. Lawrence waterway Is necessarily also
a development of the huge hydroelectric power from the great rapids
which now obstruct navigation on the river. The complete practicable
power development of the river will provide a total of about 5,000,000
installed horsepower, of which about 2,250,000 lies in the upper rapids
along the international section between New York State and the Frov-
ince of Ontario, the remainder lying in the lower rapids and wholly
within the Dominion of Canada, This is not only the largest possible
hydroelectric power development upon the continent but the reports of
the engineers indlcate that the capital outlay per horsepower is less
than most of the hydroelectrie Installations now In progress in the
United States. The inevitable development of the river for power would
in itself compass the major construction for the shipway, since the dams
necessary for development of power create a series of pools in place of
the present raplds which, with the supplement of locks ‘and short canals,
become the shipway. .

The development of these vast power resources are inevitable in the
interest of the populations in that regiom: Their development will
eventually create a shipway on this route even If other routes were

undertaken.
7. There is estimated to be a requirement in the Province of Ontario
and in New York and New England States (by the time of comple-

tion) for all the power which can be developed in the inmternational
section. Various private or public bodies are now seeking the privilege
of this development, and we may assume for purposes of estimation that
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its construction can be undertaken outside of the Federal and Dominion
Governments, The cost of providing the locks and canals around this
power development in the international section (assuming proper en-
largement of channel for winter operation of power) is estimated at
from $£22,400,000 to $34,000,000, depending upon details of the plans as
to whether two dams or one are constructed. The improvement of the
river from Lake Ontario down to these power dams and below this
point as far as the lower rapids is estimated at less than $8,000,000,
Thus the development of the power in the international section, with
the above comparatively minor expenditure, would carry the shipway a
total of 141 miles out of the total of 183 miles from Lake Ontario to
Montreal, or taking it to within 42 miles of tidewater.

8. This last 42-mile stretch embraces the two lower sets of rapids
and the full power from these sources apparently will not be in
economic demand at so early a date, and therefore the construction
of the shipway could either be undertaken around these rapids in-
dependently of power development, or by adopting plans which would
give some 400,000 immediate horsepower and will provide important
preparation for further installment of 2,350,000 horsepower later
on. The first alternative should cost about §97,500,000 and the second
about $161,000,000. From the latter there must be deducted the
income value from 400,000 horsepower which would be equivalent to
a capital value of at least $50,000,000 and beyond this the completion
of the power development would further realize values which should
further reimburse expenditure upon this section. The second alter-
pnative should provide rather better navigation and is recommended
by the Joint Board of Engineers.

9. Thus the total investment in the St. Lawrence by the joint gov-
ernments on the above basis of procedure would be from $123,000,000
to $198,000,000, depending upon details of the plan. The latter sum,
previously pointed out, would be reduced to an effective met of $148,-
000,000 from immediate power income and still further reduced by
the returns from future power development. There are other alter-
native methods of handling the problem but this will gerve to illus-
trate the costs. If other agencies than the Federal and Dominion
Governments were not able to undertake the construction of power
dams in the international section, and if it were necessary to con-
gider their installation as part of the financial project, the returns from
the power developed should reimburse its cost and perhaps something
in addition. The whole St. Lawrence undertaking is, of course, a
joint one between the United States .and Canada, There ig as yet
no understanding between the two countries as to the proportion in
which this cost would have to be shared, but obviously the share of
either Government would be less than the totals shown above, which
would also be subject to reduction through further power realization.

10, It is estimated that maintenance plus interest at 414 per cent
on the all-Ameriean route would be $36,000,000 per annum, upon the
Ontario-Hudson route $28,770,000, upon this plan of development of
the 8t. Lawrence route, say $10,000,000, after deduction of power
returns from power actually developed as above. These charges applied
to the estimated annual medial tonnages are as follows:

Per ton
All-American $2. 06
Lake Ontario-Hud 1. 684
8t. Lawrence 43

11, There are other impgrtant considerations in comparison of routes.
The amount of restricted and, therefore, retarded navigation through
actual canals would be 137 miles on the all-American route, 128 miles
on the Ontario-Hudson route, 21 to 25 miles on the St. Lawrence.
The operating season free from lee is practically the same. The St.
Lawrence route requires 9 locks compared with 20 om the Ontarlo-
Hudson, and the 8t. Lawrence route will be obstructed with 8 bridges
compared with 54 on the Ontario-Hudson. The actual distance by the
8t, Lawrence from Lake ports to morthern Huropean points would be
less by 625 miles as compared with the Ontario-New York route. The
actual distanee from Lake ports to New York would be greater by
1,650 miles, and to South Atlantic points from 540 to 1,350 miles by
the St. Lawrence, but these items are more than compensated for by
better navigation and lesser fixed charges.

12, It is estimated that the construction of the waterway upon the
S8t. Lawrence will require 8 years, but 1) years may be assumed as a
minimum period even if all international questions, legislation, admin-
istrative, and filnancial problems were rapidly overcome,

13. While the commission deprecates the injection of the idea that
military advantages by either route are to be serlously comsidered in
connection with any relationships with our most friendly neighbor, the
Chief of Engineers has discussed thls feature as follows:

“ The military advantages of the proposed waterway across the State
of New York are not sufficient greatly to affect the consideration of a
matter involving hundreds of millions of dollars. It will be noted
that many points of both routes are so close to the border as to make
them subject to possible destruction in case of war."

14, On the American side the State of New York bas a special inter-
est in the power developments of the international section, and the
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coordination of these improvements with the State should be under-

taken. Owing to the navigational and international character of the
river the Federal Government has an interest and must necessarily
assent to and negotiate power development questions from the Ameri-
can gide,

15. There has been some feeling that the construction of the Bt
Lawrence waterway will injure the interests of our Eastern States by
decreasing terminal business of Lake and seaboard cities; will divert
traffic from American railways and endanger our commercial and finan-
clal control of American exports and imports over this route.

Of first importance is the fact that the total estimated tonnage
available to-day for the waterway amounts to under 4 per cent of the
present tonnage carried by the American rallway systems which now
connect the Lakes with seaboard, It comprises less than 12 per cent
of the sea shipments now moving through the affected American sea-
ports. The natural increase in population and traffic would gquickly
recover such amounts, theoretically before the earliest possible com-
pletion of the waterway. Our facilities are already much taxed and
another route does not mean a duplication of capital outlays. It is
certain that American cities, of which New York is the center point,
would remain the financial and commercial centers of America's for-
elgn trade regardless of the route of trafic. It may be observed that
the completion of the Welland Canal now in construction will divert
some tonnage from present routes and terminals to lower Lake On-
tario and that the development of the power on the borders of New
York Btate will still further divert fonnage by opening this route
141 miles farther to within 42 miles of tidewater at Montreal.

In the wider view the increased prosperity of the mid-continent,
the relief of many of their present economic difficulties and develop-
ment of huge water power for stimulation of industry and commerce
in New York and New England shall add to the prosperity of the
country as a whole and thereby benefit every citizen and every city.

The conclusions of this commission are therefore:

First. The construction of the shipway from the Great Lakes to
the sea is imperative both for the relief and for the future develop-
ment of a vast area in the interior of the continent.

Second, The shipway should be constructed onm the 8t. Lawrence
route, provided suitable agreement can be made for its joint under-
taking with the Dominion of Canada.

Third. That the development of the power resources of the St.
Lawrence should be undertaken by appropriate agencies,

Fourth. That negotiations should be entered into with Canada in
an endeavor to arrive at agreement upon all these gubjects. In such
negotiations the United States should recognize the proper relations
of New York to the power development in the international section.

Yours faithfully,
HereerT Hoover, Chafrman,
PENSIONS

Mr. SWOOPE. I wish to present a privileged report from

the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill by title.
The Clerk read as follows:

A Bl (H. R. 13451) to increase the pensions of certain maimed
veterans who have lost limbs or who have been totally disabled in the
line of duty In the military or naval service of the United States, and
to amend seetion 4788 of the Revised Statutes of the United States by
increasing the rate therein for artificial limbs.

The SPEAKER. Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.
Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I reserve all
points of order.
SUNDRY MEBSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the President were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Latta, one of his gecretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Cravens, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed the act (8. 4712)
granting the consent of Congress to Meridian & Bigbee River
Railway Co. to construct, maintain, and operate a railroad
bridge across the Tombighee River at or near Naheola, Ala.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the
amendments of the House of Representatives to the joint reso-
lution (S. J. Res. 113) authorizing the selection of a site and
the erection of a pedestal for the Albert Gallatin statue in
‘Washington, D. C.

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to
the amendment of the House of Representatives to the amend-
ment of the Senate No. 37 to the bill (H. R, 14827) entitled
“An act making appropriations for the Department of the
Interior for the fiscal year euding June 30, 1928, and for other
purposes.”
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THEODORE ROOSEVELT

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, to-day is the eighth anniversary of
the death of former President Roosevelt. It seems to me to be
appropriate on such an anniversary that the Congress of the
United States should pause in its deliberations and pay tribute
and do honor to the memory of one of the greatest Americans
of our day and generation. I am hopeful that as long as there
are Members of Congress who had the good fortune of knowing
Theodore Roosevelt personally that there will be those who will
raise their voices in eulogy of this great President who loved
justice, preached righteousness, and believed in a square deal
for all. He was the incarnation of the highest aspirations and
jdeals of the American people; he believed in the sovereignty
of the people and had faith in their wisdom and patriotism such
as no other President since Abraham Lincoln and Thomas
Jefferson. :

On Januoary 6, 1919, a few short months after the signing of
the armistice, Theodore Roosevelt—scholar, statesman, and
gallant soldier, both in peace and in war—died peacefully in
his home at Oyster Bay after a strenuous public career of 40
years devoted to the welfare of the country he loved. No
soldier who paid the supreme sacrifice for his country is more
entitled to the encomiums of a grateful Republie than Theo-
dore Roosevelt, who waged incessant war on the front lines of
civie righteousness and gave battle without fear and without
reproach for the interests of the American people whom he
served so well. Worn out by his political labors and broken in
bodily strength, but sound in mind and undaunted in spirit,
he was called to the great beyond full of honors and leaving
as a legacy to the American people the memory of a life that
will be a source of Inspiration to generations yet unborn. No

- man in public life in the United States was ever subjected
to such gross abuse and vilifications, but no critic ever had the
hardihood to impugn his honesty or to doubt his patriotism.
His private life and public career can best be summed up by
the words “ For God and country.”

I was in Sedan, in the northeastern part of France, on a
tour of inspection with the Army Staff College when the news
of his death reached us. 1t came as a great shock, as we had
known nothing of his illness. Ii was hard to believe that that
mighty voice, to which the whole world listened and which
contributed so much to the final victory in the war, was forever
stilled. We all felt as if one of the pillars of the Republic had
been overthrown before its time and that America had been
stricken in the midst of its great victory.

Theodore Roosevelt has been dead for the last eight years,
yet his policies live on in the hearts of his countrymen. It
might be interesting to speak briefly of some of the outstanding
policies urged by this remarkable leader of American thought,
and emphasize his views toward present-day issuves,

NAVAL PREFPAREDNESS

Theodore Roosevelt might with truth be ealled the father of
our modern Navy. From his earliest manhood, including the
time he was Assistant Secretary of the Navy back in 1897 to
the day of his death, he preached the doctrine of naval pre-
paredness, His first literary work, the Naval War of 1812,
was written soon after he graduated from Harvard, and
contains these passages:

Had America possessed (in 1512) a fleet of 20 ships of the line her
gallors could have plied their trade unmolested, and the three years of
war, with its Joss in blood and money, would have been avoided. From
the merely monetary standpoint such a navy would have been the
cheapest kind of insurance, and morally its advaniages would have
been incalculable, for every American worth the name would have lifted
his head higher because of its existemce.

- L] L] . L] L L

There never was a better example of the ultimate evil caused by a
timid effort to secure peace and the refusal to make preparations for
war than that afforded by the American people under the Presidencies
of Jefferson and Madison.

L . L] L] L] - -

[Address at Williams College, Williamstown, Mass., June 22, 1905]

A GEEAT NATION SHOULD NOT BLUFF

I demand that the Nation do Its duty and accept the responsibility
that must go with greatness.

I ask that the Nation dare to be great, and that in daring to be
great it show that it knows how to do justice to the weak no less than
to exact justice from the strong.

In order to take such a position of belng a great Nation, the one
thing that we must not do is to bluf
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The unpardenahle thing is to say that we will act as a blz Nation
and then deeline to take the necessary steps to make the words good.
Keep on building and maintaining at the highest point of efficiency
the United States Navy or quit trying to be a bizg Nation. Do one or
the other.
] [ ] L] L ] L L ] *
[Second anual message to Congress, December 2, 1902]

There ghould be no halt in the work of building up the Navy, pro-
viding every year additional fighting craft.
A good Navy is not a provocation to war.
of peace, s
. L L] L ] [ ] - L]
[Third gnnval message to Congress, December 7, 1903)
TO STAND STILL MEANS TO GO BACK

I heartily congratulate the Congress upon the steady progress In
building up the American Navy. We can not afford a let-up in this
great work. To stand still means te go back,

L] L L ] L] L L L

[Speech in Brooklyn, May 30, 1905]
AN INEFPICIENT WARSHIP A MEXACE TO THE NATIONAL HONOR

If our Navy is good enough we have a long career of peace before us,
The only likelihood of trouble ever coming to us as a nation will arise
if we let our Navy become too small or inefficient.

Every warship which is not first elass in eficiency becomes in battle
not a help to the Nation but a menace to the national honer.

> - - L] L] .

Remember, gentlemen, that the prime use of the United States Navy
is to avert war. The United States Navy is the cheapest insurance
Uncle Bam has. It is the surest guaranty against our ever being drawn
into war; and the guaranty is effective in proportion as the Navy is
eﬂldel:t.

It is the surest guaranty

- - L] -
[Speech at Chicago, April 2, 1803]
BLUSTER WITHOUT FORCE WORSE THAN ABANDONMENT

I believe in the Monroe doctrine with all my heart and soul. I
am convinced that the immense majority of our fellow countrymen so
believe in it, but I would infinitely prefer to see us abandon it than to
see us put it forward and bluster about it, and yet fail to build up the
efficient fighting strength which in the last resort can alone make it
respected by any strong foreign power whose interest it may ever hap-
pen to be to violate it.

SPEAK SOFTLY AND CARRY A BIG STICK

There is a homely old adage which runs: “ Speak softly and carry
8 big stick; you will go far.” If the American Nation will speak
softly, and yet build, and keep at a pitch of the highest training a
thoroughly efficlent Navy, the Monroe doctrine will go far,

HONESTY IN POLITICS

Hvery citizen knows of the record of Theodore Roosevelt
throughout his long political career against graft and corrup-
tion in all forms, With indomitable courage he attacked wher-
ever its hideous head was raised. No American need ask where
Theodore Roosevelt would have stood on any issue in which
bribery and fraud was involved. All that is necessary is to
turn to his denunciations of former Senator Lorimer to ascer-
tain his attitude. Theodore Roosevelt, if he had been alive,
would certainly have aroused public opinion in behalf of civie
righteousness against the wholesale corruption in the recent
primary elections, regardless of whose head was hurt.

PROHIBITION

It is interesting to note what this great American thought
about prohibition in view ‘of that much-debated issue to-day.
When he was charged with drinking intoxicating liquor by
some county newspaper he went to court and received a com-
plete vindication. He cared little for intoxicating liquor; when
he did drink he generally took light wine mixed with seltzer.
Although he never was a prohibitionist, he believed in the
eighteenth amendment. The following extract from Theodore
Roosevelt and His Time by Bishop, Volume II, page 453, has
never, to my knowledge, been denied:

On the following day (July 18, 1018) Horace Wilkinson visited him
at Oyster Bay as a messenger from the party leaders who wished him
to be a candidate for governor. When Mr. Wilkinson told him that
all his former political enemies in the State wished him to run and had
signed an appeal to him to consent to do so he expressed ineredulity,
asking if his chief enemy, Willlam Barnes, was among them, When
told that Mr. Barnes was, he was gcarcely able to believe it. He went
on to give what he thought would be a conclusive reason why Mr,
Barnes and his associates would not favor him, saying that some of
them were opposed to the prohibition amendment to the Constitution
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and that if he were the candidate he would certainly be agked by pro-
hibition advocates where he stood on the guestion, and if asked he
would gay that he was in favor of it. He requested Mr. Wilkingon to
report this to them. Mr, Wilkinson did this, and when Mr. Barnes
heard the message he said, with much force, “I don't care a damn
whether he is for prohibition or against prohibition, The people will
vote for him because he is Theodore Roosevelt!"

RULE OF THE PEOPLE

Theodore Roosevelt advoeated the direct primaries back in
1909 when Charles BE. Hughes was Governor of New York
because he believed in the common sense, intelligence, good
judgment, and right-mindedness of the American people, He
saw clearly that the special interests were ever at work en-
deavoring to pervert the Government to their own selfish
ends through the convention system of nominating candidates.
The advocates of the repeal of the direct primary, such as
Vice President Dawes, would not have made much headway
in the lifetime of Theodore Roosevelt. He was too familiar
with the evils of the manipulated party convention in the
hands of a few men who were generally closely associated
with some special interests.

BOCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL JUSTICE

No President has ever taken a firmer stand for human rights
as opposed to property rights than Roosevelt. He was a veri-
table David, who dared to battle with the Goliath of special
privilege and plutocracy in behalf of human rights. He cared
not whether he attacked some big interest, arrogant and
swollen with its own importance, which had violated the Iaw,
or whether it was such a powerful organization as the Ameri-
can Federation of Labor,

I remember attending a meeting in Carnegie Hall in the
early part of 1917 given in honor of the arrival of the Russian
commission representing the Kerensky government, at which
Roosevelt and Gompers spoke from the same platform. Roose-
velt began his speech by saying that before we could expect
to help to do justice in Russia we should see that justice is
maintained in our own country, and then vigorously denounced
the barbarous murders of the colored men and women in the
East St. Louis strike. Later on Gompers read a telegram from
a labor leader in Illinois condoning these atrocious murders
and blaming them on what he termed the exploiters of labor,
As soon as Samuel Gompers sat down Theodore Roosevelt
jumped up and rushed over at him, waving his hand in his
face, said:

I refuse to sit on a platform and hear murder condoned, whether
of black or white. I don't care a continental for any excuse or what
any labor leader from Illinois has to say about it, murder is murder
and can not be condoned.

Immediately there was a pandemonium, the galleries filled with
communists yelling and hissing and those in the orchestra ap-
plauding. For a moment it looked as if Gompers and Roosevelt
would come fo blows, and a riot was only averted by a cordon of
police, who escorted the former President out a back entrance.
It was the most exciting meeting I ever attended, and demon-
strated better than anything else could Roosevelt's magnificent
courage and innate love of justice. He was at that time the
accepted leader of the Republican Party and the logical candi-
date for the Presidency in 1920; yet, impelled by his great
sense of justice, he did not hesitate to denounce the head of
the American Federation of Labor. What other political
leader would have dared to do likewise? Men in public life
could well afford to remember this splendid example of fear-
Jessness in the cause of human justice and act accordingly;
but how few of us would.

Preparedness, honesty in politics, the rule of the people, and
social and industrial justice are only some of the causes he
advocated in his long public carcer. He was a powerful
champion for the conservation of our natural resources, a
square deal for labor and capital alike, the construction and
control of the Panama Canal, and settlement by arbitration
of the coal strikes. He was a great believer in outdoor life.
Only recently I introduced a bill providing for the erection of
a stadium in Potomac Park here in Washington to hold 100,000
people as a memorial to Theodore Roosevelt and as a fitting
tribute to those qualities of sportsmanship, love of fair play,
-and physical exercise which were predominant in his life.

Theodore Roosevelt was the greatest exponent of the ideals
of the plain American citizen since Lincoln and fought fear-
lessly all forms of special privilege and corruption. The out-
standing characteristics of his long and active political career
can best be described in a few words: Courage, justice, hu-
manity, and patriotism. [Applause.]
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BRIDGE ACROSS THE COLUMBIA RIVER—REREFERENCE

Mr. SINNOTT rose.

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
Oregon rise?

Mr. SINNOTT. For the purpose of making a point of order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. SINNOTT. I make the point of order that the Senate
bill 8804, now on the Speaker's table, where it has been for
some time, should be referred to the appropriate committee.
I make the further point of order that the bill H. R. 11608 is
improperly on the House Calendar. Inasmuch as these two
bills, as I shall assume for the purpose of this argument and
solely for that purpose, are substantially the same, I shall treat
them as one bill. The Senate bill 3804——

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr, RANKIN. What is this about?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon makes a point
of order against two bills, one Senate bill 3804, and the other
House bill 11608,

Mr. RANKIN. What are they?

The SPEAKER. They relate to the building of a bridge.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask
the gentleman, if he will permit, just what his point of order
is. As I understand, he is making the point of order that the
bill is improperly upon the House Calendar and should be
upon the Union Calendar. Is that correct?

Mr. SINNOTT. That is correct.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. On the ground that it earries
a charge upon the Treasury? Is that the contention?

Mr. SINNOTT. I would like to develop my point. I shall
first call the attention of the Speaker to the Senate bill, why
it should be referred.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I want to get just what the
point of order is, We are entitled to have that specifically
stated.

Mr. SINNOTT. I am endeavoring to state it now. Let me
quote from Hinds' Precedents, volume 4, section 3099 :

This bill having come over from the Senate, the question arising ls,
therefore, whether it shall be retained on the Speaker's table as being
substantially the same as one already reported to the House. In order
that it may be so kept upon the talle, the Chair must be notified that
a committee bas passed upon the subject and made a reporf to the
House and asks that the bill be retained on the table for action.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am not particularly stressing that point,
because I realize that there are decisions holding that a certain
discretion lies with the Speaker to permit a bill to remain
upon the table; but my contention is that the Senate bill is not
such a bill that may be considered at the request of the com-
mittee. My contention is that the Senate bill is a bill the con-
sideration of which must be had in the Committee of the Whole.
The same contention I make regarding the House bill,

Now, Mr. Speaker, we have three calendars of the House.
We have a calendar of the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union, to which shall be referred bills raising
revenue, appropriation bills, and bills of a publie character,
directly or indirectly appropriating money or property, A foot-
note under section 720 of the House Rules states: L

In determining whether a bill shall be placed on the House or Union
Calendar, clause 3 of Rule XXIII should be consulted. That is section
843, *

It is my contention, Mr. Speaker, that these bills both
appropriate property of the United States, and that they
set in motion a train of circumstances that will ultimately
involve the expenditure of money. My first contention is that
these bills appropriate property of the United States; second,
that they set in motion a train of cireumstances that will ulti-
mately involve the expenditure of money,

First as to property. These bills are bridge bills, They
contemplate an easement or a right of way over property
of the United States, to wit, the waters of the Columbia
River and the bed of the Columbia River. I desire to cite the
point that the bed and waters of the Columbia River are
the property of the United States in so far as navigation is
concerned. In a very able address made by the chairman
of the subcommittee, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Dexr-
soN], last April, he states, on page 3 of that speech, that in
the case of Coleman », Philadelphia (3 Wall. 713) the Supreme
Court said that the navigable waters of the United States
are the public property of the United States and subject to
all the regulations by Congress., This same case was cited
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with approval in the Chandler-Dunbar case (220 U. 8., p. 63),
in which the counrt states:

Commerce Includes pavigation. The power to regulate commerce
comprehends the control for that purpose and to the extent neces-
sary all the navigable waters of the United States which are accessible
from the Stutes other than those in which they lie.

To this point I wish to call the attention of the Speaker:

For this purpose they are the property of the United States and
subject to all the requisite legislation by Congress,

If they are the public property of the Nation for any pur-
pose, then under rule 729 this bill contemplates the appropria-
tion of bofh the water and the bed of that stream. This bill
contemplates a bridge some 3,400 feet long, with eight piers,
set in the navigable portion of the Columbia River. For
that reason, Mr, Speaker, I contend that this bill should be
on the Union Calendar.

I desire to cite to the Speaker section 843 of the Manual,
wherein it has been repeatedly held that the granting of an
easement or a right of way places a bill upon the Union Cal-
endar. Speaker Clark decided that even the granting of a site
for a monument in the city of Washington takes the bill
to the Union Calendar. On the proposition that this bill will
ultimately lead to an expenditure of money 1 desire to cite
section 843 of the Manual:

But where a bill sets in motion a train of circumstances destined
ultimately to involve certmin expenditures, it must be considered in
Committee of the Whaole,

That was a decision by Speaker Cannon.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman please
give the paragraph?

Mr, SINNOTT, Eight hundred and forty-four.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. What is the paragraph? The
pages are different,

Mr. SINNOTT. It is paragraph 844, on page 382, of the
Manual.

Now, Mr. Speaker, on June 30, 1914, Speaker Clark cited
that decision with approval. On June 30, 1914, page 11405
of the CoxeRrESSIONAL REcorp, the Speaker said:

Under this rule it has been held that a bill which sets in motion
a train of circumstances destined vitimately to involve certain expendi-
tures must be considered in the Committee of the Whole,

How does this bill set in motion a train of circumstances
destined to involve an expenditure of money? First, in section
1 of the bill it is contemplated that there shall be held, on
request, a public hearing by the three Secretaries to deter-
mine many of the guestions relating to this bridge. In section
T it is provided that after the bridge is construeted the builders
of the bridge shall file with the Secretary of War an itemized
statement of the cost of the bridge, the cost of acquiring real
property, and the finance and promotion cost. Section 7 fur-
ther provides that within three years after the completion of
such bridge the Secretary of War shall investigate the actual
cost of such bridge and that the findings of the Secretary of
War as to such actual eost shall be conclusive. It is our eonten-
tion, Mr. Speaker, that under both of those sections a train
of circumstances is set in motion which will necessitate an
expenditure of money.

Mr, Speaker, this bill is far ditferent from the ordinary
bridge bill. The bridge act of March 23, 1906, provides that
the plans and specifications for the constructjon of a bridge,
together with the drawings of the proposed construction, and
such maps as may be required for a full understanding of the
subject, shall be submitted to the Secretary of War and the
Chief of Engineers and that he shall approve such plans, speci-
fications, and the location of the bridge as well as the acces-
sory works, That is a very simple requirement. It does not
place a very big burden upon the Secretary of War, but the
first section of this bill provides that—

The construction of such bridge shall not be commenced nor shall
any alterations of such bridge be made, either before or after its
completion, until the plans and specifications for such construction
or alterations have been first submitted to and approved by the Secre-
tary of War, the Becretary of Commerce, and the Secretary of Agri-
culture, acting jointly, and they acting jointly shall determine whether
the types, designs, and specifications thereof are adequate, based upon
the proposed use, volume, and weight of trafic passing over such bridge,
and whether the height and clearances of such bridge are adeguate to
protect the commerce on said Columbia River, and whether the loca-

tion selected is feasible for the erection of such bridge without obstruc- |
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tions in nﬂfmtion and without being detrimental to the development
of interstate and foreizn as well as domestic commerce moving to
and from:the Pacific Ocean on the Columbia River to the Inland waters
of the Btates concerned, and whether publie convenience will be served
by such bridge as a connecting link between the Federal-aid highway
systems of the States of Oregon and Washington. The said Secretaries,
acting jointly, are empowered, and if requested to do so, are directed,
to hold public hearings for the full and complete determination of
said precedent requirements,

Now, Mr. Speaker, when the House bill was being considered
in the House Committee, General Taylor, Chief of Engineers,
was requested to come before the committee and state to the
commitiee the usual procedure in investigating these bridge
matters, and I desire to read a few extracts from his testi-
mony o show that these two bills involve more complicated
matters and proceedings than the ordinary bridge bill and will
entail great expense upen the Government. On page 80 Gen-
eral Taylor said:

If we could approve the plans of the bridge without giving any con-
sideration to the land traffie, it would be a very simple problem, be-
cause we can provide a suitable bridge or a bridge which will be suit-
table in the interest of navigation and quite simple, but when we take
into consideration the land traffic it becomes a very complicated question.

Under the bridge act they are not required to take into con-
sideration the land traffic, but under section 1 of this bill the
three Secretaries are compelled to investigate this subject,
which General Taylor states is a very complicated one.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SINNOTT. Yes.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does the gentleman contend that it is
competent for the Speaker to consider evidence of the character
which the gentleman is now reciting in determining this ques-
tion?

Mr. SINNOTT. I certainly do as to whether or not this
bill will entail an expenditure upon the Government.,

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, in explanation of my in-
terruption, I will say that, of course, the Speaker knows it has
been held repeatedly that this question must be determined
upon the face of the bill and not upon evidence before a com-
mittee.

Mr. SINNOTT. But I am contending that the face of the
bill shows these expenditures must be made,

General Taylor, on page 86, stated:

As 1 sajid, In many of those cases where the bridges are across
important navigable waters, the hearings are quite protracted.

Then, on page 82, on the same subject, General Taylor was
asked :

Now, under the existing law you merely pass on the plans and specl-
fieations from the standpoint of navigation?
General TAYLOR. Yes, sir,

Then, on page T4, this question was asked by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DExNISON] :

Well, the district engineer, then, who holds the hearing, the loeal
engineer who bolds the hearing, digests the evidence and transmits
the original evidence, typewritten transcript, and the exhibits, and his
recommendationg through the proper channels to your office?

General Tavror. Yes, sir,

Then, on page 73, General Taylor states:

The record of the hearing is made stenographically. The district
engineer analyzes the hearing, makes a summary of what is pre-
sented, and sends that all on. All the papers, Including the complete
report of the hearing with his recommendation—all that comes to the
office of the division engineer.

Then, on page 72, the gentleman from Illinocis [Mr. DENISON]
asked :

Now, the hearing is conducted by the local or the district engineer
at the nearest point to the Jocation of the bridge?

General Tavror. Yes; that is generally done. Take the case of the
New Orleans bridge. It was conducted at New Orleans. A hearing
on a bridge across the Columbla River would, in all probability, be
conducted at Portland, Oreg., that being the place where all the
parties who might be Interested, either for or against the bridge,
would have probably the best opportunity to come,

I cite these statements of General Taylor for this purpose:
Those ave the hearings conducted where the General determines
to have a hearing. Under the ordinary bridge bill it is optional
with the Board of Engineers or the Secretary of War whether
a hearing shall be held; but under this bridge bill, under
section 1 of both of the bills, that hearing is made mandatory,




and it is apparent from the testimony of General Taylor that
expenses are incurred in these hearings for stenographers, and
so forth.

On that point I desire to state, Mr, Speaker, that the people
of Oregon opposed to this bridge in its present form have
already made a demand upon the Secretaries referred to therein
for a hearing, and we have been promised such hearing. I
read to the Speaker a letter from Secretary Hoover, addressed
to me, dated December 27, 1926,

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SINNOTT. Not now.

My Dear M. SINNoTT: Apropos of our conversation a few days
ago, I have now had an opportunity to consult with my colleagues
regarding the proposed bridge across the Columbia River at Long-
view. They agree with me that if the bill should become a law such
hearings should be heid, No doubt these hearings will need to be held
locally under some delegated authority from the three Secretaries.

Yourg faithfully,
HERBERT HOOVER.

Mr. Speaker, as to the expenses that may be incurred in the
investigation which the Secretary of War is directed to make
under section 7 of the bill, the bridge will cost from $3,000,000
to $5,000,000, according to the statements of the proponents of
the bill. It was stated in another body that the bridge would
cost from $4,000,000 to $5,000,000. It was stated in the House
hearings that the bridgze would cost £3,000,000. Under section
7 of the bill the Secretary of War is directed to investigate
and make an accounting and a finding of the cost of the bridge,
the financing, and all the promotion costs. That finding and
that accounting can not be made for mothing. 1 requested
information about this from the Secretary of War, and on
January 3, 1927, I received the following letter from him:

Dear Mn. SixyNorr: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of De-

cember 28, 1026, asking for an estimate of the probable cost of mak-
ing the investigation provided for in section 7 of the bill, H. R.
11608, Sixty-ninth Congress, first session, entitled * Granting the
consenl of Congress to W. D. Comer and Wesley Vandercook to con-
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Columbia River
between Longview, Wash., and Rainier, Oreg.”

In reply I wounld state that the investigation contemplated by the
above-mentioned section is8 of such a special nature that it is impracti-
cable to give an sccurate estimate of the cost at this time. However,
it is estimated that the expense will probably range from $2,000 to
$5,000, depending upon the fairness and reasonableness of the accounts
submitted,

Very respectfully, .
DwigHT F. DavVIs, Becretary of War.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, to reiterate my contention, it is that
these bills appropriate property of the United States, and fur-
ther that they set in motion a train of circumstances that
ultimately, and I may say immediately, will lead to the expendi-
ture of money,

Mr. BURTNESS, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SINNOTT. Yes.

Mr. BURTNESS. Does not the reasoning of the gentleman
lead one inevitably to the conclusion that all of these bills
should be upon the Union Calendar and not upon the House
Calendar, because all of them, if the gentleman’s reasoning is
correct, appropriate public property to the use of private in-
dividuals, and all of them involve the expenditure of money in
passing upon the plans and specifications——

Mr. SINNOTT. Oh, no.

Mr. BURTNESS. And the only difference is one of degree
as to the amount that is spent.

Mr. SINNOTT. No; not at all. The point I make as to the
disposition of property is if the Speaker should hold that the
bed of a navigable stream is, for any purpose, the property of
the United States, as these cases hold, then, of course, all
bridge bills shonld go upon the Union Calendar, unless you may
say that the custom of the House is stronger than the positive
langnage of the rule.

As to the other proposition; no. The other bridge bills do
not show upon their face an expenditure. It is a matter of
argument, If is a matter of speculation and conjecture as to
the ordinary bridge bill whether or not expenditures will have
to be incurred. But this bill makes it positive. It puts a
positive obligation and duty upon the Secretary of War to in-
yestigate expenditures amounting to from $3,000,000 to $5,000,000
and ascertain whether they are correct,

Mr. BURTNESS. But does not the gentleman concede that
under the terms of the general bridge act the duty imposed
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upon the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of War in con-
nection with the approving of plans and specifications of neces-
sity requires that some money must be expended?

Mr. SINNOTT. No; there is no duty upon them to hold a
public hearing. Under the bridge act the plans and specifica-
tions are sent to them, and they are to deal with the matter at
their office.

Mr. BURTNESS. What is there in the present bill that im-
gti:lsl;es more of a duty upon them than does the general bridge

'

Mr. SINNOTT. If is made mandatory; they are to hold pub-
lic hearings. The Secretary, under the ordinary bridge act, is
not directed to hold public hearings, but here the three Secre-
taries are directed to hold public hearings.

Mr. BURTNESS. The gentleman has said that the Chief of
Engineers holds hearings.

Mr. SINNOTT. That is a matter of option with them. If
it was an ordinary bridge bill and this point was made, your
reply would be that it was a mere matter of argument and
conjecture as to whether they will have any expenses in hear-
ings, but in this bill it is made obligatory on the three Secre-
taries to hold hearings, and the Secretary of War has said that
the expenditure will amount to from three to five thousand
dollars to investigate the cost of the bridge according to the
provisions of section 7.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo-
sition to the point of order made by the gentleman from
Oregon. Ordinarily a bridge bill is not of such importance as
to demand consideratfon to any great extent on the part of
Members of the House other than the particular committee
charged with the duty of investigating the propriety of passing
the measure. Buf when we are confronted with an unusual
measure, carrying unusual provisions and fixing precedents, we
may be pardoned if we decline to treat it as pyrely a local
matter and take some interest in it.

1 understand it to be the contention of the gentleman from
Oregon that the bill belongs upon the Union Calendar because
it carries a charge upon the Treasury, and so shows upon its
face. I respectfully take issue as to the fact. The gentleman
argues that it is a transfer of Government property. If that
be true it wonld belong on the Union Calendar.

But, Mr. Speaker, I am astonished that the gentleman from
Oregon, or any gentleman from any State, would be prepared
to concede that the Federal Government is the owner of the
bed of the stream and the banks where that stream is navigable.
The gentleman has read a decision from the Supreme Court of
the United States. If the gentleman will reexamine that opin-
ion he will not find any assertion to the effect that the Federal
Government owns the bed of the stream or the banks of the
stream, but that the decision says “navigable waters.” Aund
the only interest, Mr. Speaker, which the Federal Government
bas is in the navigation feature of any stream, and that inter-
est it has is under the commeree clause of the Constitution of
the United States.

I should deplore very greatly having a decision here from
the Speaker of the House indorsing the doetrine that the Fed-
eral Government may sfep in and divest the riparian owner
and divest the State of their jurisdiction over the bed of a
stream when the farthest extent to which the courts have gone
has been simply to deal with the navigability of the waters in
a stream.

Therefore it seems to me that that part of the gentleman's
contention must fail. It is not a transfer of public property
or any easement therein, other than giving the right to con-
struet a bridge over a navigable stream, and all the interest
that the Government of the United States has in the matter is
to be safegnarded by referring that matter to the Secretary of
War that he may protect the interest, the only interest the
Government has; that is, the interest of navigation.

The second contention of the gentleman is that the bill
“sets in motion a train of cirenmstances destined ultimately to
involve certain expenditures” and therefore it must be con-
sidered in Committee of the Whole. I again respectfully take
issue with him upon that statement of fact.

The bill does not show such a thing npon its face. It is true
that the bill proposes the unusual feature of adding to the
Secretary of War two other Cabinet officials who are to pass
upon it. I pause here to say that that is a remarkable thing
to me. I can see some shadow of reason, although it is a very
dim shadow, why perbaps the Secrefary of Agriculture might
be consulted because his department is the administrator of
the fund appropriated by Congress for the construction of
highways, but that is so remote as to not, in my opinion, give
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the Seeretary of Agriculture any proper place In the plcture.
And how can it possibly be argued that the Secretary of Com-
meree has any place in the situation? Mr, Speaker, there are
many factors and elements in the character of the Secretary
of Commerce that I greatly admire, and I very much respect
his ability, his energy, and his ingepuity, but remembering
that life is unecertain, that death is certain, I shudder to think
where we are driving when we reach the point that we can not
authorize the building of a bridge over a navigable stream in
the country without calling in Mr. Hoover. [Laughter and
applause.] It is unnecessary to have these officers, but for
reasons satisfactory to the gentleman directly interested in the
constroction of this bridge they have been provided for, and I
will make no complaint of it.

But their inclusion adds nothing to the expense. If it does,
I should complain of it. If that adds to the expense, and
therefore makes this a Union Calendar bill, then we better
strike them out.

Surely, Mr. Speaker, there is nothing in this bill to differen-
tiate it, so far as the expense is concerned, from any of the
ordinary bridge bills of the House of Representatives. If the
Speaker shall hold, if he shall go so far beyond what the courts
have ever laid down as the law, that the Federal Government
is the owner of the bed of a navigable stream simply because
it is navigable, then every navigable stream falls within the
rule. and no bridge bill can be considered except upon the
Union Calendar, because the only reason for having these bills
passed by the Congress is to protect the interest of the Goy-
ernment. Its only interest now is navigation, but if by any
decision the Government be held to be the owner of the bed,
then its interest will be vastly expanded.

I need hardly remind the Speaker that the rulings of the
past are very clear. I quote from notes in the Manual:

To require egnsideration in the Committee of the Whole, a bill must
ghow upon its face that it falls within the requirements of the rule;
but where the expenditure is & mere matter of epeculation, or where
the bill might invelve & charge but does not necessarily do so, the rule
does not apply.

The gentleman from Oregon has argued that by reason of a
provision of the bill, under certain conditions, a public hearing
may be had; that it is mandatory in its charaeter. I do not
so read the bill or the language of the bill. But even if that
were true, there is nothing save the remotest implication that
it would carry a charge upon the Treasury to have that hearing.
The only cost to which the gentleman referred as possible, so
far as I could hear his remarks, was perhaps some stenogra-
pher's fees for taking down the testimony of witnesses. I have
as much right to assume that the department will use one of its
own stenographers already upon the pay roll, at no additional
expense to the Government, as has the gentleman the right to
assume that they will call in and hire an outside stenographer.
All those things are purely speculative, and I respectfully sub-
mit that the point of order of the gentleman does not lie.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I desire to be
heard for a moment in opposition to the several points of order
made by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. SixNorr]. I observe
that the gentleman who makes these points of order, and the
principal gentleman sustaining him, are opponents of the bill
itself. Attention has been ealled to two bills, one a Senate
bill, which lies on the Speaker's table, and the other a House
bill, which is on the House Calendar, It is not necessary to
confuse the two. The points of order are in reality made
against the House bill, The Senate bill is secure in ifs right
to lie on the Speaker's table. I think that will be conceded.
Those opposing the House bill were good enough to give me
sufficient notice that their main point of order was to be made
this morning, so that I had time to consult with prominent
Members of the House who are skilled in parliamentary tactics
and to inform myself otherwise in opposition to the points of
order, ind thus I am firm in my contention that the points of
order are not well taken; that they do not conform either to
the rules or the precedents.

Further emphasizing the rule to which attention has been
calied by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Gagrgerr], I
call the attention of the Speaker to the following paragraphs
in Hinds’ Precedents which interpret that rule, and these occur
in volume 4:

Pan. 4809. A bill which might involve a charge upon the Govern-
ment, but does not necessarily do so, need not go to the ealendar of a
Committee of the Whole.

Pan. 4810. A bill that may incidentally invelve expense to the
Government, but does not require it, is not subject to the point of
order that it must be considered in Committes of the Whole.
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PAnr. 4811. To require consideration in Committee of the Whole a
bill must show on its face that it involves an expenditure of money,
property, ete,

Par, 4818. Where the expenditure is a mere matter of speculation
the rule requiring consideration in Committee of the Whole does not
apply. >

Further, Mr. Speaker, it occurs to me that section 4 of the
general bridge act protects the whole situation. It contains
the following declaration:

* * * it ghall be the duty of the Secretary of War, after giving
the partles interested reasonable opportunity to be heard, * * =

This bill differs from the ordinary bill in that two other
Secretaries are joined. The reasons for adding the two other
Secretaries are, first, that the Federal-aided highways are on
each side of this river. The bridge is to be the connecting link.
It is not necessarily a part of the Federal highway at all, but
is a connecting link, and to protect that situation the Secretary:
of Agriculture was named in the bill. Second, it was claimed
also that there might be some danger to navigation, and, there-
fore, the Secretary of Commerce was named. All of these pro-
visions were by agreement. - All of these departments have
district ngents at Portland, Oreg, It is assumed that a public
hearing, if any, would be at that place where all the depart-
ments have subdivisions, and this will preclude the idea of
especial: costs other than those which are normal and proper
and provided for under the clause of the basie bridge act which
I have just read.

The cost, as has been indicated, would be that which is only
incident to the conduct of the office of the Secretary of War.
1t is customary for such hearings to be held locally by the
district engineers of the War Department. I contend, there-
fore, that the point of order, in so far as it lies against the
House bill, is not well taken. Further, Mr. Speaker, I agree
fully with the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Garrerr] that
there is nothing in the contention that the bed of the river
and the banks thereof are Government property, and shall not
aftempt to add anything to what he has said with reference
to that point.

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, the point of order of the gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. SiNNorr] is based upon two grounds
as I understand it, namely, that this bill calls for an appro-
priation of public property, the property of the United States,
and an appropriation or expenditure of money of the United
States. In support of his first contention the gentleman from
Oregon read from a speech that I made in the House during
the last session, in which I was discussing the source of the
jurisdiction of the Federal: Government over the navigable
waterways of the United States. In that discussion I cited a
number of early decislons of the Supreme Court. The gentle-
man misunderstood what I said, and he has misunderstood the
decisions that were cited. I do not think it has ever been
held, and I have never heard it contended before, that the
Federal Government actually owns the title to the land under
the navigable waterways of the United States. On the con-
trary, the Supreme Court has held that the title to such land
is not in the United States but is in the adjoining States, and,
if a navigable waterway is within the State, then the title is
in the State itself or the citizens of the State who own the
property on the shores of the waterway. The Federal Govern-
ment does not own the bed of the stream, nor does it own the
water of the stream. The Federal Government has jurisdiction
over the stream merely as a matter of commerce, for the pur-
pose of commerce, and that is all it has; and when the decigions
use the expression that the navigable waterways of the United
States are the property of the United States, it is used in the
sense that the United States has jurisdiction over them for
the purpose of commerce, and it does not mean that the United
States has the actual title to the land beneath the water nor
to the water itself.

So that when the gentleman from Oregon contends that this
bill ought to go to the Union Calendar because it involves
an appropriation of property of the United States, that posi-
tion is not tenable at all. It does not involve property of the
United States in the sense in which that term i3 ordinarily
used and understood. Now, with reference to the other point
that this bill provides for or involves an appropriation or an
expenditure of money of the United States, Now, Mr,
Speaker, if that is true, every bridge bill which has been passed
by Congress since March 23, 1906, has been placed upon the
wrong calendar, and every bridge bill that is hereafter re-
ported to the House will have to go to the Unjon Calendar,
if the contention of the gentleman from Oregon is correct;




1927

because every bill we report and every bill that has been
reported in former Congresses since the passage of the act of
March 23, 1906, has contained the specific provision that the
franchise to construct the bridge is granted subject to the
provisions of the act of March 23, 1906; and that act requires
that before any bridge can be built under the authority of an
act of Congress the plans and specifications must be presented
to the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of War and re-
ceive their approval; and the uniform practice of the Chief
of Engineers and the Secretary of War is to hold a public
hearing in all such cases, and let the parties go before the
engineers and present their plans and specifications, and if there
are any persons objecting they are given the right to come
before them and present their objections. That is the practice
in all cases in the construction of all bridges, and no bridge
in the United States can be built over any navigable waterway
of the United States until after the plans and specifications
have been presented to the Chief of Engineers and the Sec-
retary of War, and a hearing held and their approval  re-
ceived. That is required in all cases, If the contention of
the gentleman from Oregon is sustained in this case it means
it must hereafter be sustained in reference to all bridge bills and
it is going to get us into an embarrassing situation.

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DENISON, I do.

Mr. BURTNESS. I simply want to ask the gentleman a
question of whether it is not true that on the face of this bill
there is no mandatory provision to the effect that a hearing
must be held,

Mr. DENISON. Oh, no.

Mr. BURTNESS. I will put it this way; that as far as this
bill is concerned, it is guite within the range of probability
that no hearing will be held, that a hearing is not to be held
unless the request is made therefor, and for the purposes of
passing on this point of order it seems to me that it is im-
possible for the Speaker to take into consideration the guestion
of whether a hearing will be held. I call special attention to
the last line of page 2 and the first two lines of page 3:

The said Secretaries, acting jointly, are empowered and, if requested
to do =0, are directed to hold public hearings for the full and compilete
determination of saild precedent requirements,

It is now only a question of speculation as to whether such
a hearing will ever be requested or nof, and it seems to me
that entirely brings the bill away from the argument made by
the gentleman from Oregon.

Mr. DENISON. The gentleman from North Dakota is en-
tirely correct.

Mr. SINNOTT. I think the gentleman, from the letter cited,
will find that the request has been made and granted.

Mr. DENISON. I want to add just a word in answer to
the statement made by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Gazrrerr], and I want to relieve his mind of some doubts he
expressed in regard to the provisions under which this bridge
is to be constructed. As I said a moment ago, the plans for all
bridges over navigable waterways have to be approved by the
Secretary of War and Chief of Engineers under the general
bridge law.

This bill was introduced in the first place in that form and
was considered in that form by the House committee; but
when it went to the Senate and serious opposition developed to
it there the parties who were in favor of and against the bill
reached an agreement before the Senafe committee agreeing
to put these unusual provisions in the bill in order to be abso-
lutely sure of protecting the commerce of the Columbia River,
namely, that the plans for the bridge must first be approved
by the Becretary of Commerce and Secretary of Agriculture as
well as by the Secretary of War. The Senate committee
inserted those provisions in the bill as an extraordinary pro-
tection to the commercial interests of Portland and because
those who were opposed to the bill agreed that their inclusion
in the bill would remove their opposition to its passage. With
that understanding a similar bill was introduced in the House
and favorably reported to the House by our committee,

Now, the same parties are here trying to defeat the bill on a
point of order on account of the very provisions that were
placed there for their benefit and at their request,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr, DENISON. I yield.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I think I have stated that I

- was willing to acquiesece in the agreement that has been made
by the other parties to place this provision in the bill, but I
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hate to see a precedent set. I reiterate the statement that it
is utterly foolish to add the Secretary of Agriculture and the
Secretary of Commerce.

Mr. DENISON. I will state that I have advised all the
Members who have spoken to me about the matter to the effect
that this is the last bill that shall get through my committee
with my consent containing that kind of a provision. I would
not have agreed to it in this bill if it had not been for the
fact that the parties who were opposing and those who were
favoring this bill got together and agreed that if we put those
provisions in the bill we would remove the objections to its
enactment. After that was agreed to in the Senate our
committee reluctantly agreed to it; since then in the case of
the bridge across the Elizabeth River, at Norfolk, Va., a bill
for which was introduced by our colleague from Virginia [Mr.
Dear], an attempt was made to place the same kind of a
provision in that bill, and I refused permission to its being done.

I do not think it ought to be in this bill, but it was put in
to remove the objections now being made to it; and by agree-
ment of the interested parties this unusunal provision was in-
serted as an additional precaution to protect commerce going
to and from the city of Portland, and it simply provides that
the plans shall first be approved by the three Seeretaries. But
that does not necessarily involve any expenditure of money,
The Secretary may sit in his chair in his office here in Wash-
ington and grant his approval or disapproval, if he wants to,
without spending a cent or without spending any particular
energy. It is mere speculation for gentlemen to claim that this
bill ought to go on the Union Calendar because of some sup-
posed or speculative expenditures that may be required. If
that contention is true, every bridge bill will have to go on
the Union Calendar, for every bridge bill we pass requires that
before the bridge can be built the plans must first be approved
by the Chief of Engineers and the Secreiary of War.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Iili-
nois [Mr. Dexisox] has been very fair throughout the entire
controversy. Does not the gentleman remember that repre-
sentatives of the city of Portland requested at the hearing that
the words “location and public convenience” should be in-
cluded in the bill, and that the provisions were strictly in
conformity with the other provisions of the bill?

Mr., DENISON. I do not recall that, but I recall that they
wanted some provision in the bill stating that before the
bridge could be built the Secretaries should first grant a
certificate of public convenience and necessity. I objected to
that, because it had no proper place in a bridge bill. Bridges
are not yet generally recognized as public utilities,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. We are the judges of that.
All that the department has to do is to see that the interests
of navigation are proteeted.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr., Speaker, I want to call attention
to the single precedent cited by the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. Sinnorr] under section 3 of Rule XXTII:

Where a bill gets in motion a train of circumstances destined ulti-
mately to involve certain expenditvres, it must be considered in Com-
mittee of the Whole (IV, 4827).

It is a well-known doctrine in the determination of the effect
of a decision, whether by the courts or the presiding officer
of a deliberative bedy, that the words used in the deeision
or syllabus must be understood in connection with the subject
matter that is involved. What is involved in that decision?
Hinds, volume 4, section 4827, cites a decision rendered by
Speaker Cannon on December 12, 1904, bearing on the point.
There was before the Speaker at that time a bill which pro-
vided for the retirement of certain peity officers and enlisted
men in the Navy prior to the expiration of their ferm of serv-
ice. The term of service had been fixed by law at 30 years,
and the bill then before the Speaker provided that they might
be immediately retired. It said nothing about the enlistment
of men to take their places. Speaker Cannon said it was per-
fectly clear that if those officers and enlisted men were retired
other men would be appointed and enlisted to take their places,
and that there would be the additional charge upon the Treas-
ury of paying the retired pay to the men who had been relieved
from duty. That was the only question decided. On that
basis the Speaker used this language:

A bill which sets In motion a train of circumstances destined ulti-
mately to involve certain expenditure must be considered in Committee
of the Whole.

I suggest to the Speaker that if we are to follow that lan-
guage literally there is not a single bill that passes this House
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that does nof ultimately set In motion a train of circumstances
that may create expense. Every bill that we pass, whether a
bridge bill or any other kind of Dbill, involves some duty or
activity upon the part of some officer of the Government. The
rules were never intended to require that whenever we find a
duty to be performed by an officer for which the machinery
has already been furnished, the bill must go to the Committee
of the Whole. The only language in the rule on which such
an argument can be based is that all propositions must fall
under the rule if they involve on their face a charge upon the
people. That necessarily means a new charge, a charge mnot
already made on the people, a charge or lien or some financial
burden that does not already lie on the people. In this case
the bill does not set up any new machinery or provide for any
new set of officers, but provides merely that the three Secre-
taries shall do things for which they have already adeguate
equipment and adequate personnel,

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to be heard
very briefly on this one point. Section 7 of the bill takes the
bill, to my mind, clearly outside the purport of the general
bridge act of 1906. There are mandatory provisions in this bill
before the House which reguire publie hearings to be had and
accounting to be made upon the question of costs, and I sug-
gest that when an enterprise, such as the construction of this
bridge, runs into $£5,000,000 or $6,000,000, and it is mandatory
under the terms of the bill upon the Secretary of War in this
case to supervise and go over those costs, that it sets in motion
a train of circumstances which will ultimately and immedi-
ately ereate a charge upon the country. I submit that the
point of order is well taken.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon has made sev-
eral points of order, the first being against the Senate bill be-
cause it is improperly upon the Speaker’s table, the second
against the House bill on the ground that it appropriates public
property, and the third against the House bill in that it neces-
sarily involves a charge upon the Treasury.

In regard to the first point of order, the point of order beiug
that the bill is improperly upon the Speaker’s table, and should
be referred to the committee, the Chair thinks that that matter
is within the discretion of the Chair, As a matter of fact, in
this instance the Chair was requested to hold that bill upon the
Spesaker’s table by the gentleman from Washington [Mr. JomN-
soN ], representing his delegation, and the Chair held it with
knowledge that a similar House bill had been reported by the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, but that such
bill was reported without instructions to any Member to bring
it up. The Chair thinks that even without such instructions,
a bill similar to a Senate bill being on the calendar, it is
entirely within the diseretion of the Chair, at the request of
gentlemen interested, to retain the bill upon the table.

With regard to the second point, that the House bill appro-
priates public property, the Chair is in entire accord with the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Garrerr], To hold otherwise
would unguestionably be to hold that every bridge bill should
be referred to the Union Calendar. The Chair would not so
hold. The Chair thinks that bridge bills in general—in fact,
practically every bridge bill he has ever seen—should be re-
ferred, as the custom is, to the House Calendar.

The only question in the Chair's mind is whether this bill
does not so greatly differ from all other bridge bills that an
exception must be made in this case, and the Chair thinks that,
in view of the suggestion of the gentleman from Illinois that
the committee, with his approval, will never report out another
bill like this one, it is perfectly safe for the Chair to say that
all future bridge bills reported from that committee will be
referred to the House Calendar and not to the Union Calendar.

The Chair is in very grave doubt as to how he ought to
decide the third point of order. He has been much interested
in and instructed by the arguments made by gentlemen on both
gides of this question. To the mind of the Chair, it comes
down simply to one point, and that is whether or not the pro-
vision that public hearings are to be held and other provisions
also do not necessarily involve or predicate a charge upon the
Treasury. We know that in the case of this particular bill
there is a great diversity of opinion as to whether or not it
ought to pass. Of course, the Chair is not concerned with
that; but we all know that one great State is practieally
unanimously in favor of the construction of this bridge, while
another great State, in so far as we can judge by the opinion
and actions of its Representatives here, is equally opposed to
it. Thus on the face of the facts it seems to the Chair evident
that there will be public hearings upon this bill, probably pro-
tracted and probably demanding the summoning of witnesses
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from different and distant points. Does that on the face of it
show that a charge will be laid upon the public Treasury? The
gentleman from Oregon has read two letters which show con-
clusively that this bill will in fact be a charge on the public
Treasury. He has read a letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce saying that the three Secretaries have agreed to the
demand for public hearings, and he has read a letter from the
Secretary of War showing that the cost of the investigation
will be considerable.

The Chair is in very grave doubt about this question. The
Chair would be loath to set any precedent which would go
further than the general precedent that a bill must show on its
face that it will involve a charge. Of course, there is the prece-
dent referred to by the gentleman from Illinois, that “ where
a bill sets in motion a train of circumstances destined ulti-
mately to involve certain expenditures it must be considered in
Committee of the Whole,” and the Chair would be very loath
to render a decision which would broaden that in any sense.

Do these provisions in this bill, unlike any other bridge bill,
show conclusively upon their face that a public charge will be
necessarily involved and that the bill should be on the Union
Calendar? That is the question,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee.. Mr. Speaker, is it agreeable
to the Chair to permit an answer to the inquiry?

The SPEAEKER. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, take my
sitnation. The Chair speaks of the knowledge that the (‘hair
has of the controversy. The Chair, I know, is perfectly familiar
with it. Now, I am not. It may be that inasmuch as there
have been various publications in the papers in comnnection with
this bill that I ought te have known more of it, but all I know
of this matter, except what has been developed here this morn-
ing, I derive from the reading of the bill itseif and from the
bill only, and I dare say that every Member of the Honse who
hag not had personal touch with the situation, such as naturally
comes to the Chair, derives his information from the bill, and
the bill does not show upon its face the fact that expenditures
will be engendered.

If the Chair can mentally dissever the information that has
come to him from private conversations and from the letters
read by the gentleman from Oregon from that which is con-
tained in the bill itself, I respectfully submit the Chair, it
seems to me, would have to overrule the point of order. This is
the very reason that bill must show expenditures upon its
face; that is why the Speakers have so held in the past. I
respectfully submit that it is not proper—I mean parliamentarily
proper—for the Chair to go outside the bill itself to determine
the point of order and that the Chair has no right to rely upon
information that has come to him other than from the bill, and
no right to rely upon letters read from other officials of the
Government, I mean no parliamentary right, of course.

The SPEAKER. The Chair agrees with the gentleman from
Tennessee, that knowledge of facts previously acquired should
not be a factor in determining this parliamentary question.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I dislike to trespass upon the
Chair in the midst of his ruling, but if agreeable I would like
to suggest this: The fact that there may be a hearing does not
necessarily imply expense to the Government. Those gentlemen
who are opposed to this measure are going to come before these
Secretaries voluntarily. They are not going to have to be sent
for. There is no authority given in the bill to subpeena wit-
nesses. There is no power given to this board composed of the
three Secretaries to compel the attendance of any person. The
hearings which they are to have will be voluntary, and those
who appear will voluntarily appear to make their statements,
both those who are for and those who are against the proposi-
tion. That is a fair assumption. If it is otherwise, then the
bill does mot provide the machinery requisite to carry out the
purposes of the act, because it confers no authority to subpena
witnesses.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I only have the floor tln-ough
the courtesy of the Chair.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The customary practice, in
the review of bridge plans, and so forth, and the holding of
hearings when called upon, has been to have them conducted
by the distirict engineer, and it so happens that the district
engineer for all this section is located in the city of Portland,
Oreg., and each of the other secretaries has a district official
in the city of Portland. So it is just as fair to assume that
the expense that may come from holding public hearings, where
the witnesses appear voluntarily, will be only the normal ex— =
pense of the departments.
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Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. And, Mr. Speaker, public hear-
ing does not imply expense. Indeed, I would venture to say
that it implies to the contrary uniess express provision is made
in the bill for the expense. It is a matter of frequent oceur-
rence; almost every week the Committee on Rules has publie
hearings and there is no expense attached to them.

The SPEAKER. That, of course, is a permanent organi-
zation. :

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. If the gentleman will permit,

I want to say it is a rather common thing to have public
hearings before the different Secretaries of the departments on
very important matters where there is no expense involved
at all.
TMr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Indubitably those matters go
on all the time. This does not differ, as I understand it, in any
way from the hearings that are not infrequently had before the
Secretary of War on a bridge bill where he has the sole
authority. .

The SPEAKER. The Chair, however, makes the distinetion
there that this is to be a public hearing which is to be held
away from home and by a new organization, and will not come
under a regular organization like the Committee on Rules, so it
would involve expense.

The Chair is not relying on the definite statement of the
Secretary of War that it will involve expense, thongh he hap-
pens to know that now. The only question in the Chair's mind
is whether he should dismiss from his mind entirely knowledge
of a definite fact which seemed very patent to him when he
read the bill that public hearings held by three Secretaries
thousands of miles away would necessarily involve expense.
That is the only question in the Chair's mind.

The Chair, with very grave doubt as to the wisdom of his
decision, but with knowledge that it will not create a precedent
which will affect any other bridge bills or a precedent which
will generally affect reference of bills to the House or Union
Calendar, will overrule the first point of order made against
the Senate bill and the first point of order made against the
House bill in that it involves the appropriation of public prop-
erty, and will sustain the third point of order against the bill
in that it shows on its face it would create a charge on the
Public Treasury.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker, in view of the
importance of the decision and the possibility that it may be a
precedent and the expressed doubt of the Chair, I respectfully
appeal from the decision of the Chair sustaining the point of
order on the third proposition involved.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is very glad to entertain the
appeal. The question is, Shall the decision of the Chair stand
as the judgment of the House?

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
noes had it.

So the decision of the Chair was not sustained,

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr, FRENCH. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into Committee of the Whole Hounse on the state of the
Union for the further consideration of the bill {H. R. 15641)
making appropriations for the Navy Department and the naval
service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1928, and for other
purposes,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Honse resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. CHINDBLOM
in the chair.

The Clerk, proceeding with the reading of the bill, read as
follows:

BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS

AVIATION, NAVY

For aviation, as follows: For navigational, photographie, aerological,
radio, and miscellaneous equipment, including repairs thereto, for use
with aireraft built or building on June 230, 1927, $£014,000; for
maintenance, repair, and operation of alrcraft factory, air stations,
fleet, and all other aviation activities, testing laboratories, and for
overhauling of planes, $8,050,400, including $300,000 for the equip-
ment of vessels with catapults and including not to exceed $300,000
for the procurement of helium from the Bureau of Mines, which may
be transferred in advance, in amounts as required, to that bureaun; for
continuing experiments and development work on all types of aircraft,
$1,728,600; for drafting, clerical, Inspection, and messenger service,
$685,000 ; for new construction and procurement of aireraft and equip-
ment, including not to exceed $235,000 for the Naval Reserve,
$8,412,000, of which amount not to exceed $4,100,000 shall be avail-
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able for the payment of obligations ineurred under the contract
authorization for these purposes carried in the Navy appropriation
act for the fiseal year 1927, approved May 21, 1926; in all, $19,790,000 ;.
and the mopey herein specifically appropriated for *aviation” shall
be disbursed and accounted for in accordance with existing law and
shall constitute one fund: Provided, That in addition to the amount
herein appropriated and specified for expenditure for new consiruc-
tion and precurement of aircraft and equipment, the Becretary of
the Navy may, prior to July 1, 1929, enter into contracts for the
production and purchase of new airplanes and their equipment,
gpare parts and asccessories, to an amount not in excess of £5,000,000 :
Provided further, That mo part of this appropriation shall be ex-
pended for maintenance of more than six heavier-than-air stations
on the coasts of the continental United States: Provided further, That
no part of this appropriation shall be used for the construction of a
factory for the manufacture of airplanes: Provided further, That the
Secretary of the Navy is hereby authorized to consider, ascertain,
adjust, determine, and pay out of this appropriation the amounts
dug on claims for damages which have occurred or muay occur to
private property growing out of the operations of naval aireraft, where
such claim does not exceed the sum of $250: Provided further, That
all claims adjusted under this authority during the fiscal year shall
be reported in detail to the Congress by the Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, permit me to make a short
statement that will indicate what is included in the Air Service
program provided for in the bill,

Subsequently to the approval of the appropriation act for
the current fiscal year on May 21, 1926, an act was approved
on June 24, 1926, designed to provide the Navy with 1,000 useful
airplanes upon completion of deliveries under orders placed in
pursuance of appropriations for the fiscal year 1931. While
the act of June 24, above mentioned, did not become law prior
to the current appropriation act, it was understood that the
appropriations carried by the latter should apply toward the
accomplishment of the program laid down by the former, With
respect to the current appropriation and to the appropriation
proposed in this bill for new construction of aireraft and equip-
ment, the Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics made the follow-
ing statement to the committee:

As the committee is aware, no special appropriation has been made
toward this program. The bureau, however, being most anxious to
effect every possible economy, has gone carefully over the ground, has
revised its wastage and procurement figures, and believes that with
funds already appropriated it will go a long way toward completion of
the first program increment during the current fiscal year: and if
these revised wastage figures prove correct, that it will be able to com-
plete the program on practically the same annual appropriations for
new construction as have been available for the past two years.

The 1,000-plane program was based on a wastage of 3314 per
cent annually, More recent studies suggest that approximately
23 per cent would be more nearly accurate,

The total amount proposed in the Budget for aviation is
$19,790,000, plus a contract authorization for new construction
and procurement of aircraft and equipment of $5,000,000. The
current appropriation is $19.065,288, plus a contract authori-
zation of §4,100,000. There is an increase, therefore, of $724,712
in the direct appropriation and of $900,000 in the amount of the
contract authorization.

On October 1, 1926, there were assigned to naval aviation a
total of 692 officers and 3,587 enlisted men of the Nayy and
89 officers and 894 enlisted men of the Marine Corps, a grand
total of 781 officers and 4,481 enlisted men. The Chief of
the Bureau of Aeronautics states that “ considering the number
of officers and men allowed for the Navy and Marine Corps as
a whole, it is considered that a fair proportion is assigned to
aviation.”

LIGHTER THAN AIR

We possess one rigid airship—Los Angeles—and have one
nonrigid, and a contract has been let for the construction of
the experimental metal-clad airship authorized in the act of
June 24, 1926. The Los Angeles, despite the reduced sum
allowed for the maintenance and operation of the air station at
Lakehurst, where it is housed, has continued to operate quite
extensively thus far in the current fiscal year, having been
employed in training personnel, in making various studies
under flight in furtherance of the art of rigid-airship construe-
tion, and incidentally in checking the accuracy of compasses
of radiocompass stations along the Atlantic seaboard. The
committee has removed the restriction on expenditures at Lake-
hurst carried in the present law and has done nothing to hinder
the employment of the Los Angeles in any way the department
might see fit.
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In the act of June 24, 1926, authority was carried for the
construction of two rigid airships of approximately 6,000,000
cubic feet capacity each, at a cost of not to exceed $8,000,000
for both ships. The act provided that the construction of one
of the ships should be undertaken as soon as practicable and
prior to July 1, 1928. No provision is included in the Budget
for any new rigid airships, The President, in his message
transmitting the Budget, specifically refers to this omission and
gives his reasons, which coincide with those advanced by this
commitfee a year ago when it advocated the experimental
metal-clad airship. There is another factor, however, which
should have the consideration of the Congress before proceed-
ing under the authorization. We are told that if the two ships
authorized were built simultaneously there would be a saving
in their total cost of approximately $2,000,000, despite the
limitation of $8,000,000 for both ships prescribed in the author-
izing act. We have housing accommodations for large rigid
airships on the east coast only—the hangar at Lakehurst, which
cost approximately §3,600,000. That hangar will accommodate
two airships of the size projected. Unguestionably a somewhat
similar hangar will need to be provided on the west coast and
it would seem that if the two ships are to be built that they
ghould be built together and the money thus saved used to pro-
vide additional housing facilities.

It is felt that attention should be directed to the need of
something being done with respect to making available a larger
supply of helinm by the time these vessels are ready to operate,
and possibly earlier, to meet the requirements of the Army and
Navy for their present lighter-than-air equipment. The Petrolia
field is rapidly diminishing and the processing costs are steadily
rising, the latest figzure being $54.21 per thousand cubic feet
Tapping of another fleld can not long be delayed, but before that
is done it may be wise for the Congress to give consideration
to the matter of helium reserves.

BEUBEN C. BLAND

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed out of order for three minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, just prior to the holidays
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. UpsaAw] introduced to the
House with great satisfaction a constituent who was the proud
father of 28 children. Such a feat was not permitted to go
unnoticed by this body, and we paused in the consideration
of an important bill to pronounce our acclaim. And so to-day,
when the national defense of the country is being debated, it
is fitting that we stop again and pay tribute to a man who has
and is contributing more to the man power of the Nation than
any other citizen.

Incensed and indignant that one would be so bold as to
attempt to msurp his well-earned laurels, Reuben C. Bland, of
Robersonville, Martin County, N. O, my most famous constit-
uent, has come here to Washington and sits yonder in the
Speaker’s gallery. He is the father of 84 children, and this
wonderful accomplishment has been the subject of song and
poetry for many years. [Applause.] He stands in a class
alone. He is the champion father of America. He is a walk-
ing advertisement of the great section of the country he hails
from. He is supreme in his line, unegualed and unexcelled.
[Laughter and applause.]

When the twentieth child arrived at the Bland household
former Representative John H. Small, who so ably represented
the first North Carolina district for 20 years, stated to Mr.
Bland that he would present him with a suit of clothes for
every child that eame thereafter, and 14 times was Mr. Small
called upon. It is useless to state that I made no such propo-
gition to the gentleman. [Laughter.]

His fame has gone so far that only this morning upon his
arrival he received the following telegram from a lady in
Kansas City:

- Reuben, Renben, I've been thinking

You are quite a nifty man;

To your health I now am drinking—
You have done what few men can.
[Laughter.]
I ask this splendid American and North Carolinian to rise

in the gallery so that the Members of this House may see what
a real father looks like. [Applause.]

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL

The committee resumed its session.
Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amendment:
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The Clerk read as follows:

Page 42, line 1, after the semicolon insert * toward the consiruction
of one of the rigid airships authorized in Public Act 422, Sixty-ninth
Congress, approved June 24, 1926, $200,000.

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed for 10 minutes.

The CHATRMAN. . Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection,

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
realize two things in offering this amendment, One is the nat-
ural feeling of hesitation that comes to us all in accepting the
full responsibility of our office which has been given to us by
the Constitution of the United States, particularly if in the
assumption of that responsibility there may seem to be a run-
ning against some other element in the department of Gov-
ernment,

I think it not unwise to read two or three lines out of .the
Constitution of the United States dealing with this question :

The powers of Congress: The Congress shall have the power to
provide for the common defense and general welfare.

That alone is a broad question.

The Congress shall have power to declare war., Congress shall have
the power to raise and support armies. Congress shall have the power
to provide and maintain a Navy.

I challenge any man anywhere to show me a line in that val-
uable instrument curtailing the right, authority, or privilege or
releasing us from that responsibility.

I have no quarrel with any man that votes for the smallest
possible Navy or the smallest possible Army. I do have a quar-
rel with the man in this House who believes one thing and then
perchance for expediency votes for another,

I will call your attention to this fact, that in 1926 Congress
overw declared to be its policy on national defense
that we should have two dirigibles or lighter-than-air ships.

I ask you men, before you vote down this amendment, to
decide in your own minds whether there is a nation in the
world, big or little, that has abandoned the lighter-than-air
ship as an arm of defense. One of my colleagues said to me
this morning, “Well, Jim, I am with you; I believe it onght
to be done, but I do not believe it ought to be done now; let
us wait until Great Britain has performed her experiment on
the all-metal balloon.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that that is a shamefnl posi-
tion to take. Here we are a great, rich, mighty, powerful Na-
tion. Shall we sit back and let the countries of Europe per-
form the experiments in national defense?

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to interrupt the
gentleman, but I know he desires to be corrected in this par-
ticnlar instance. The all-metal ship that is being constructed
as an experiment is being built in Detroit. England, on the
Otliler hand, is experimenting with two very large rigid air-
ships.

Mr, BEGG. I am glad to have the correction. The Detroit
affair is a commercial one. The English ships will in all prob-
ability not be launched for a period of 18 months.

Mr. BRITTEN. They are not metal,

Mr. BEGG. Not metal, but they are ordered, and they are
being built. England is indebted to this country, and she is
paying in interest to us very many times more than I am ask-
ing in this amendment to begin the operation of our policy.
Shall we assume the policy of a laggard nation in one branch
of the national defense? It is wise to do that, if you can find
a military man in the world who says that the dirigible balloon
is not an adjunct to national defense, On the contrary, every
naval man that I talked to made the statement that one dirigi-
ble will scout more territory in square miles of the ocean in a
24-hour period than perhaps five cruisers.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEGG. Yes.

Mr, LAGUARDIA, It is only during the last 12 months that
we could get the Navy men to say that.

Mr. BUTLER. Oh, they have said it for 12 years. The
gentleman is entirely mistaken.

Mr, BEGG. Mr. Chairman, I prefer not to have a discus-
sion of that phase of the guestion enter into my remarks. Let
us see just what are the actual facts. Will this House, by
its inaction, repudiate its positive instruction in the Sixty-ninth
Congress? To vote an authorization without an appropriation
to follow it up is to make a promise with no intention to ever
make good Personally I do not subscribe to that sort of




doctrine either in public or private life, I shall not-vote for
an authorization to bluff the world at any time. I shall not
vote for an authorization unless when I vote I shall follow it
along with a vote to fulfill it, except, before it can be com-
pleted, the rest of the world has come to us and said, “ Don't
do it and we will quit.”

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEGG. In a moment. Great Britain has already
started. France has not yet come up and signed the agree-
ment to pay her obligation to this country, and yet France has
embarked on the dirigible proposition. Even Italy is building
them and the country that we refuse to recognize, Bolshevik
Russia, has laid her plans and has started on her proposal to
go into the lighter-than-air ship building proposition. Can
America sit idly by and permit the authorization to go hy
default, simply because some department of the Government
has failed to come here and say to the Republicans, ¥ Do your
duty,” Let me say again, whether you have ample national
defense is not the responsibility of a soul in the world save
you and me,

I am not a military man and never served an hour. I am
not a believer in a big Navy and in a big Army, but I am a
believer in a kind of defense that will command the respect
of the big nations and the little nations. [Applause.] I yield
to the gentleman from Maryland,

Mr. LINTHICUM. The gentleman heard what the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. Oniver] said yesterday—that although
we appropriate for cruisers the President need not spend the
money, Suppose we should adopt the gentleman's amendment,
must that money be expended or can the President just pass
it by and not expend it?

Mr. BEGG. That, of course, is entirely foreign to the ques-
tion. I do not know, with my limited knowledge, how I or
anyone else could compel the President to spend the money
if he said he was not going to, unless we resorted to impeach-
ment, and I would not be willing to go to that extremity on a
little issue of this kind.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio
has expired.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the gentleman may be permitted to proceed for
10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEGG. Yes.

Mr. WEFALD. Is the gentleman’s amendment indorsed by
the President of the United States?

Mr. BEGG. I shall answer that as best I can. Under a
date line of September 4, 1925, in the Philadelphia Inquirer, at
Swampscott, Mass., the President is quoted as saying—and,
in fact, it was published throughout the press of the United
States—

The disaster to the Shenandoah was appalling from the loss of life,
but that It was like a great ship of the line going down, and that
that ship must be replaced by another great airship. :

That is as far as I ean go in quoting the President.

Mr. McKEOWN. Does the gentleman's amendment make
provision as to where this ship shall be built, by the Navy or
by private parties?

Mr. BEGG. No; this money is to be turned over to the
Navy and they are to advertise for bids.

Mr. McKEOWN. To be built by private parties?

Mr. BEGG. Certainly,

Mr. McKEOWN. Has the Budget refused to recommend this
item?

Mr. BEGG. I shall not answer that in the affirmative or
in the negative, but I do say to the gentleman that so far
as the responsibility for national defense is concerned, nowhere
in the Constitution can -he lay it upen the shoulders of the
Director of the Budget.

I will remind the gentlemen that a few years ago when the
war clouds were hovering on the horizon of all the world this
Congress, foolishly, I believe, refused to appropriate money
to carry out the authorization established by the same Con-
gress a little before that and lived to regret it to their dying
day. And I am one man who will not surrender my responsi-
bility as I see it in reference to national defense to any living
goul in the world. [Applause.]

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEGC, 1 will.

Mr. McKEOWN. I understand the gentleman's position to
be if the Budget dves not agree with the national defense it is
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all right to vote it down, but if the Budget provides matters in
civil life—

Mr. BEGG. Oh, civil life is not half as vital as the American
defense, whether or not they will get an extra clerk in the
Department of Commerce as it is whether we shall get an extra
airship, and I would like to call attention to something else,
You can not build an airship short of three years, and if it is
appropriated for two more years it will be five years. Before
the World War broke out there was not a man in God
Almighty's world under the Stars and Stripes who ever believed
we would need an airship. I do not see any danger in the
clouds but only the danger of lethargy and military flabberness
that comes from indifference and decay in our branch of na-
tional defense of which I am talking about at the present time.

Mr. BRITTEN. If the gentleman will yield—I know he will
have no trcuble in securing more time if he wishes it—but
answering two questions just proposed to the gentleman, I
would like to say that when the Naval Affairs Committee, after
investigation, unanimously authorized an appropriation for
these two rigid airships, they did so after having had evidence
that the authorization was in no way in conflict with the
President’'s financial policy, and was not in conflict with the
financial policy of the Director of the Budget, and had the
complete approval of the President of the United States and the
Director of the Budget at that time in this present Congress.

Mr. BEGG. I am going to get to that very thing. I regret
I can not yield more, Now, what happens if this Congress
does not make any appropriation to support the dirigible pro-
gram? It can not be appropriated for before July, 1928, when
the authorization expires unless contained in our deficiency
appropriation bill, and there has never yet been to my knowl-
edge any deficiency appropriation carried for a measure like
this unless it was in time of war. So the Congress, when it
refuses this amendment, will practically say that you want an
anthorization for a dirigible to go by default until after 1928,
and then perhaps revive it again. If it takes as long to get it
through then as it is to get through this time, instead of being
three years it will be a minimum of six years before the United
States branch of national defense can hope to have a single
lighter-than-air ship of modern type, Now, in the Sixty-ninth
Congress, on June 24, 1926, this authorization became a fact.
It was signed by the President, and I have read nothing nor
talked to the President at any time in which he has said a
word that led me to believe that he had changed his mind when
he signed this bill authorizing these dirigibles; and let me say
again, an anthorization to me is a promise to pay, and when I
give you my promise to pay, pay I will, and my Government
certainly can do no less.

Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BEGG. I will,

Mr. BUTLER. While I reported the bill advocating this, will
"ille gentleman please tell the House what the vote was on that
bill?

Mr. BEGG. I am sorry I have not that, but I will be glad
if the gentleman would tell us, It was overwhelming, I know.

Mr. BUTLER. I think it was unanimous. That is my recol-
lection.

Mr. WEFALD. It was not.

Mr. BUTLER. I do not want to misquote the gentleman, but
I do not think there was any roll call, as I remember.

Mr. WEFALD. I think there was.

Mr. BUTLER. That is all I have to say.

Mr, BEGG. Now, the Navy Department approves this propo-
sition. The Naval Affairs Committee approves it, the Senate
approves it, and even went further than we did, and they made
an appropriation, and put it in a deficiency bill, which was
dropped out in conference.

Mr. LOWREY. Mr. Chairman,
there?

Mr. BEGG. In just a minute. So that if for any reason this
amendment is not agreed to this afternoon, the responsibility
in the future, if it becomes a serious fact, will not be a joint
responsibility of the legislative and the executive, but it will
be a responsibility resting solely on the lower House of Con-
gress. All other branches of the Government have at some
time spoken in the affirmative, and I believe, my friends and
colleagues, we can not afford as Congressmen to assume that
big a responsibility in making our one branch of the national
defense absolutely inoperative and helpless and in such a con-
dition that it might just as well be abolished and abandoned.

Mr. LOWREY. What is supposed to be the final cost of
these aircraft?

Mr. BEGG. Eight million dollars for two.

will the gentleman yield
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Mr. LOWREY. Your proposition is begin one?

Mr. BEGG. Yes.

Now, for a statement of the reasons of the authorization,
you ean find them in the report accompanying the bill H. R.
600, pages 3 and 4 I shall not quote that, because I do
not believe it is necessary to argue with the House as to why
we need the dirigible ships. I am assuming that everybody
demands that, because every naval man demands it, and no
pation has abandoned it. That certainly ought to be con-
clusive proof, but for those of you who want information I
recommend that you read those documents, and there you will
find affirmative arguments,

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gentleman from Ohio
has expired.

Mr. BEGG.
more.

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Ohio may proceed for five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. BEGG. The United States is favored in the matter
of the lighter-than-air ship in that we have the helium gas,
and I think I am not misstating the fact when I say that no
other nation has it, and yet every other nation is going for-
ward in their development, in their experimentation and in
their program and coming to the time when they actually
and really will have that branch of their government. In
other words, the rest of the Navy will be in perfeet condition.
England, without the use of the helium gas, which is almost
unlimited in this country, has already begun construction on
two rigid airships of the type contemplated. Those ships will
probably be commissioned within a period of two months.

The Spanish Government, operating under a dictator, has
embarked upon the program of constructing airships designed
to carry passengers and freight, and they huve offered a sub-
gidy to private individuals for doing that. I know that in
America we are afraid of the term *subsidy,” but if youn want
to embark on a new venture like the development of the rigid
airghip or the lighter-than-air ship, one of two things must be
done : Either private industry must be subsidized or the Gov-
ernment must make the investigation and the experimenta-
tion. I do not believe that my country is going to refuse the
paltry sum of $200,000 to embark on a program for one ship
that in three years' time will perhaps only consume the rela-
tively small amount of $4,000,000 or $4,500,000, when at the
same time they are pioneering in. the field of national defense
and lending a great arm of assistance fo the national Navy.

Italy, another country operating under a dictatorial form of
government, is flying and building ships of the semirigid type.
Recently, in this House, we voted upanimounsly an honor to a
few boys for performing one of the greatest feats of the age
when they took a heavier-than-air ship and flew over the
North Pole. Do yon know that Italy did the same thing prac-
tically with a lighter-than-air ship? And the Congress of the
United States this affernoon, with our untold billions of wealth,
is hesitating to appropriate $200,000 to build an experimental
ship of the same kind. Certainly, gentlemen, we will never
refuse to take that little forward step, not all for national
defense. Italy and Spain are using the dirigible as a means of
commerce and transportation for freight and passengers. Is it
not possible that this country could well afford to do its bit
and make its contribution along the line of progress just as
well as two small countries like Italy and Spain and some of
the rest of the nations in Europe?

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEGG. Yes.

Mr., CONNERY. I would merely like to ask the gentleman
whether it is considered that these are to be built by private
enterprise?

Mr. BEGG. That is as I understand. It is not for the
benefit of any private individual.

Mr. CONNERY. It is to build in time of peace a commer-
elal aviation which in time of war could be used for national
defense?

Mr. BEGG. Yes. My idea is to get men of a lititle experi-
ence in the construetion of the lighter-than-air eraft. I do not
care whether the first ship flies or does not fly, but I want
some men in America trained and some organization built up
so that we shall be abreast of the times and of the rest of the
world, [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have two minutes

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio

has again expired.
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Alr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gentleman may
have one minute. I want to say to my friend that this is not
an experiment, Years ago we voted through these airships.
I ask my friend from Obhio not to refer to these ships as an
experiment. They are the guardians of the sea, and we have
always recognized them as such.

Mr. BEGG. May I have a minute more?

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. BEGG. I will say to my friend from Pennsylvania that
I did not say it was an experiment. 1 said if it were an ex-
periment I was willing to spend the money.

Mr. BUTLER. But it i= not an experiment.

ﬂ. 1]\1[1'. BEGG. Of course, it is not. These other countries are
ying.

Mr, BUTLER. I think the vote was 7 to 1.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, some inquiry was made with reference to the vote on
April 12, 1926, authorizing the construction of two dirigibles.
I am advised that the vote was 297 in favor of the adoption
of the policy and 40 against,

I am, and bave been, very much interested in our lighter-
than-air development; and that interest hus been prompted
by a very careful study of the subject: In this country we
are incited to such study by reason of the fact that we are
providentially blessed in having a practical monopoly of that
element which makes possible successful lighter-than-air opera-
tion. I refer to our helium, which the Almighty seems to
have placed in relative abundance within our borders. Other
nations of the world have searched for it in vain. They have
been doing much and varied investigation in an effort to find it,
It is said that Japan has even experimented with the gases
that escape from its voleances. When we read in the papers
that some other nation is hopeful that it has discovered a
possible source of helium supply we read also of the great
gratification which attends such a pleasant and encouraging
prospect. But, to date, other nations have been disappointed
in their guest, and in volume for sufficient practical operation
the United States stands alone as the possessor of the coveted
supply. And yet, with our usunal prodigality, we waste enough
of it perhaps in a single year to meet our needs for purposes
of defense and offense for half a century to come.

Let me call your attention to the fact that, despite the lack
of helium in other countries, they are going on with the de-
velopment of their lighter-than-air programs. As has been
indicated by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, Bree], two big
dirigibles are being built in England at the present time. Here
in the United States, where we are so specially and peculiarly
blessed with that agent and element which makes such flying
safe and practical, we have not in our Navy a single dirigible
that could be used for the purposes of war for which such
ships are primarily designed; ome, I mean, of sufficient size
for the desired scouting at sea.

We have the Los Angeles, to be sure, but we acquired the
Los Angeles under treaty terms, which preclude its use for
military and naval purposes. Therefore, it is practically use-
less as a weapon of war except for the opportunity it affords
for the training of our personnel in the lighter-than-air field.
Were this country plunged into war—and I pray that it may
not be—the Navy is to-day without a rigid dirigible to carry
on that work for which we are so peculiarly fitted by our
monopoly of helinm supply. Nations not so favored realize the
importance of this branch of defense. Surely we shall be penny
wise and pound foolish if we neglect it.

You will recall that we lost the Shenandoah, our first great
dirigible, in a most lamentable accident. We lost if, however,
in a very severe storm. 1 recall reading the statement of a
survivor to the effect that the twister which wrecked it would
have been sufficient in its intensity to demolish a Pullman car.
But the only ones who lost their lives in that disaster were
those in the control car, which was suspended from the real
framework of the ship. This car was broken loose and hurtled
through the air.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for five additional minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.
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Mr. LANHAM. Those who were in the envelope itself, in
the compartments there provided, came down safely, though the
ship was broken into three pieces. This lamentable acecident
has taught us to make the control car an integral part of the
ship itself, in accordance with the construction of the Los
Angeles, The Los Angeles is being operated to-day by many
of the same crew that survived the Shenandoah disaster. They
still advoeate the importance of lighter-than-air development.
They tell us that their lamented comrades were pioneers in a
field of great possibilities, and that they would have us carry
on. They believe that we may thus express our best tribute
to their friends and former associates whom they mourn. Shall
we fail in this doty?

We have lost many more men in submarines than we have in
dirigibles, but we still build submarines. We have lost many
more men in explosions in munitions factories than we have in
dirigibles, and yet we continue our munitions factories. Almost
any large American city loses more people each year through
automobile accidents than have been lost in lighter-than-air
flying, but autos remain the vogue. But, my friends, with the
unfortunate destruction of the ill-fated Roma we began to use
helinm in our airships. The Roma was filled with hydrogen.
Since we instituted this change of policy there have been no
deaths in our lighter-than-air operations except in the case of
the Shenandoah catastrophe; and in that instance helium
saved the lives of most of the crew. In the case of the Roma
all perished. So the loss of the Shenandoah itself, deplorable
as it was, has exemplified the wisdom of the use of helinm.

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LANHAM., 1 yield.

Mr. CONNERY. The geuntleman was speaking about sub-
marines. Does not the gentleman think, in his experience and
after what we went through in the World War, that the
dirigible is the best scouting agent we can use against the
submarine?

Mr. LANHAM. I was coming to that very thought directly.
Let me bring it to your attention that, during the great World
War, despite the fact that helium was not then in use, great
damage was done by hydrogen-filled dirigibles, and the experts
have told us that, even with all the risk attendant upon their
operation under such circumstances, their use was justified by
their effectiveness.

Now, what is the cost of a dirigible? What has been the
cost of our whole expenditure with reference to this great
helium project? Much less than the cost of a battleship;
about that of a single cruiser. I am speaking of the entire
expense of the industry since its very inception about 10 years
ago. Yet they tell ns that one of these dirigibles, with a cost
of about one-fourth that of a cruiser, has the efficiency of three
or four cruisers as a scouting ship. I would not disparage
the eruisers. We need them on sea, but the dirigible has
perhaps an even more imporfant mission in the air, In my
judgment, we should look properly to our defense both on the
water and above it.

What is the peculiar efficiency at sea of a dirigible as a naval
weapon? Let me try to tell you. In the first place, we know
that in cruising at sea lighter-than-air ships are not subjected
to the same inconvenience that attends their operations over
land. They do not have to resort to the different altitudes
necessitated in cross-country flying by variations of contour
and topography. On land they have to rise high to go over
mountains, but may operate at lower levels over the plains,
On the sea their work is facilitated by a constant level.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has again expired.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for two additional minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for two additional minutes. Is there
objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. LANHAM. Consequently there is greater facility of
operation, and also greater opportunity for saving the precious
helium, because no necessity arises for losing it by valving.
It is practically impossible at present to avoid valving helium
in crossing a great mountain range., But there is a greater ad-
vantage than that. Let me ask you this: How far from our
shores can a heavier-than-air machine go and return safely,
and how long can it remain on such a trip? Well, the Shenan-
doah could have gone 2,000 miles. Furthermore, it could have
stopped whenever desired, With the engines stopped, such a
dirigible could hover indefinitely in one place and return to
shiore when its mission had been accomplished. So you see,
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gentlemen, that as a scouting ship In times of war there is no
other vessel of sea or air comparable to the dirigible. At sea,
with greater facility of operation than on land, it can go to
great distances, stay as long as desired, do the necessary scout-
ing, send back reports by radio, and return at will.

So I say that it is even more an adjunct of naval than of
military service. For the mere purposes of transportation on
land the trains, by reason of their greater capacity, offer better
opportunities, despite the fact that they travel at slower speed ;
but on the sea there is nothing yet devised that ean take the
place and do the work of the dirigible. [Applause.]

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I was wondering if gentlemen
on the other side would like to use any more time. There are
one or two speeches to be made against the amendment.

Mr. BRITTEN. May I suggest to the gentleman having in
charge the bill now before the House that some one in opposi-
tion to the amendment enlighten the House as to just what may
be expected of them.

Mr, FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know about
how much time will be desired on this amendment.

Mr. DAVEY. I would like 10 minutes.

Mr. FRENCH. Possibly in that way we could arrive at the
proper order of procedure in debate.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. If the gentleman from Idaho will
permit an inquiry, or, rather, a statement, from the conversa-
tions over on this side it has been indicated that nearly every
Member here is for the proposition. It occurs to me that the
opposition should give the committee the benefit of why they
refused to incorporate this item in the appropriation bill. All
of us want to speak for this amendment, and it would take the
whole afternoon——

Mr, AYRES. I will say to the gentleman from Georgia,
that if all on his side are in favor of the amendment, there
certainly ought not to be any more speeches over here for it.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I agree with the gentleman. I
think the committee would like to have the reason why the
gentleman from Idaho and the gentleman from Kansas refused
to put this in the bill.

Mr. AYRES. The gentleman from Idaho will probably tell
the gentleman a little later on.

Mr, FRENCH. Mr, Chairman, I ask that the time for debate
on the amendment be limited to 30 minutes, one half to be
confrolled by the gentleman who offered the amendment [Mr.
Bmea] and the other half by myself,

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Reserving the right to object, Mr,
Chairman, if the gentleman will indicate how many speeches
there are in opposition to the amendment of the gentleman
from Ohio, we can then determine whether that is a correet
allotment of time. There are a great many of us who want to
support this proposition, and we will probably want to consume
more than 30 minutes,

Mr. FRENCH. My request was limited to 30 minutes, 15
minutes on the side.

Mr. DAVEY. I would like 10 minutes.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. If the gentleman will permit a
further inquiry, the subcommittee is divided on this proposi-
tion. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Oniver] certainly
should be permitted to have more than five minutes, and those
of us who are members of the Committee on Naval Affairs
should have more than five minutes.

Mr. FRENCH. Then, Mr. Chairman, I modify my request
and ask that the time of debate on this amendment be limited
to 1 hour, 30 minutes to be controlled by the proponent of the
amendment, Mr. Besg, and 30 minutes by myself,

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is in doubt as to the right in
committee to provide for control of the time.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the gentleman from Idaho and the gentleman from
Ohio control the time, 30 minutes on each side.

The CHATRMAN, The gentleman from Idaho has already
preferred a unanimous-consent request. What was the request
of the gentleman from Idaho?

Mr, FRENCH. My request was that the time of debate on
this amendment be limited to one hounr; and if it were agreeable,
I would suggest that the time be controlled by the proponent
of the amendment for the amendment and by myself against it.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Idaho asks unani-
mous consent that debate upon the pending amendment——

Mr, FRENCH. And all amendments thereto.

The CHAIRMAN. And all amendments to the amendment
be limited to one hour. Is there objection?

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, does that cut off debate on the amendments to the amend-
ment?
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The CHAIRMAN.
thereto, but not to the paragraph.

There was no objection.

Mr. FRENCH., Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. TaBer].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog-
nized. There has been no confrol of the time granted.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, this seems to me to be a very
important matter and a matter which has not been approached
from the military necessities of our country, from the stand-
point of its practicability, or from the standpoint of its value,
nor has there been any attempt to fairly present to the House
what the cost of the proposition may be.

I am going to ask a couple of questions. First, what are we
going to fly these ships with, if we have them? You huve
heard about helium. Do you know how much helium we have
available right now? There ig not helium enough above ground
to more than permit the Los Angeles to fly now.

Mr. APPLEBY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. And the monthly production has dropped be-
low——

Mr. LANHAM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I will not. There is not at the present time
helinm enongh above ground to more than fly the Los Angeles.

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I will not, at this time.

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. Does not the gentleman think he
ought to add to his statement that they tried to get it last year,
but the Committee on Appropriations would not give them the
money to get the helium?

Mr. TABER. That is not the situation. That is a sample
of the general lack of attention to the exact situation which
generally prevails throughout this bedy. The facts are that
the present production of helium is less than 400,000 cubic feet
per month. The reguirements of the Army and the Navy for
flying ships are for the Army 4,000,000 cubic feet per year and
for the Navy for the supply of the Los Angeles alone 6,000,000
cubic feet per year, a total of 10,000,000 cubic feet yer pear.

Now, that is the situation—10,000,000 cubic feet per year
requirement for what we have now got in the air. Four hun-
dred thousand and a little less, with a continually progressive
dropping off in the production, so that for the current year it
is hardly possible that there will be three and a half million
cubie feet produced. That is the situation at the present time
with reference to that.

There is another field available which might produce 22.-
000,000 cubie feet a year if it was connected upl Figure your
ghips on the basis of consumption of the Los Angeles and you
have not got enough to fly the new ship. It will take 18,600,000
cubic feet alone for that.

AMr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield? The
gentleman does not want to mislead the House. The gentle-
man does not desire to leave an impression on the House that
the information before the subcommittee, a part of which was
in executive session, was not that there was an ample supply
when one department of the Government got appropriations to
obtain it.

Mr. TABER. The gentleman from Alabama is mistaken. I
have the greatest respect for the gentleman from Alabama;
he is one of the most valuable Members of this House, but we
have this sitnation—if we are going into this kind of a propo-
sition, we ought to go in knowing that we are doing something
more than building an experimental ship which can noet be
duplicated, and when it is duplicated can not be supplied with
helium. He has not taken into account the requirements of
the proposed ships, which will be 1,000,000 cubic feet per ship,

Mr. BUTLER, Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. TABER. Yes. -

Mr. BUTLER. Then I made a mistake in reporting such a
bill. 1f there is no helium, I ought to abandon it.

Mr. COLTON. Will the gentleman yield? Does the gentle-
man take into consideration the wells which we have in my
State that produce natural helium gas?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.

Mr. TABBR. I ask for five minutes more,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. TABER. I have taken into consideration only that
guantity of helium which the geologists of the Department of
Commerce having in charge the helium proposition at the
present time have estimated. The amount of helium required
to aperate two of these 6,000,000 cubic feet is at least 36,000,000
cubic feet per year.

The amendment and all amendments
Is there objection?
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Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield? Isu'f it
extraordinary, if the gentleman is correct, that the Navy
should be urging as a matier of national defense the construc-
tion of these ships?

Mr, TABER. I have not been able to find after careful
examination of those in charge of lighter-than-air ships, that
they have given consideration to it and have a realizing sense
of what they actually will use.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Does the gentleman say that the Navy
Department is not urging the construction of the ships?

Mr. TABER. I can not say at the present time. The Navy
Department came before us without the Budget estimate, and
the only questions before us about a dirigible were those that
we drew out, except with reference to the Los Angeles.

1 want to give you the factors of cost of this proposition and
eull your attention to the program the Navy Department sub-
mitted to the Naval Affairs Committee in the order of procedure
which they recommended. It was not a 6.000,000-cubic-foot
ship but a training ship with an estimated cost of one million
and a half dollars, and the building time 18 months. Item No.
2 was west-coast base, and item No. 83 two 6.000,000-cubie-foot
ships. This program is altogether contrary to that which was
laid out and it is altogether contrary to that which common
sense would dictate,

1 am going to tell you something as to what this program
will cost becanse if you are going to have the ships and they
are going to be of military importance we must not only have
a west-coast base but a Pearl Harbor base, and they will cach
cost $4,000,000. The helinm storage tanks must hold 6.000,000
cubic feet in Lakehurst, in Pearl Harbor, and on the west
coast.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield?
it if it is necessary. [Applause.]

Mr. TABER. If it is practicable.

Mr. APPLEBY, I would like to ask the gentleman if he
vated for the bill last year?

Mr. TABER. I did not vote for the dirigibles in fthe
Committee of the Whole, and it does not matter whether I
did or not, the question now is not whether we passed the bill
a year ago recommended by the committee, it is whether we
need it now.

Mr. APPLEBY. We are saving 30 per cent of the helium
which was lost last year,

Mr. TABER. As I say, it will take 20 tank cars, and the
cost is going to be $25,000,000 instead of $8,000,000. The idea
of building all these things without having any legislative
authority for connecting up more helium, no appropriation
authority anywhere, and not having any place to put them, and
not having anything to fly them with!

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. Yes,

Mr. BEGG. The gentleman was in favor of the authoriza-
tion a vear ago, was he not?

Mr. TABER. No; I was not.

Mr. BEGG. I was of the impression that the gentleman
voted favorably to the anthorization. 1 do not mean the
appropriation, but I mean the authorization in the Sixty-ninth
Congress,

Mr. TABER. I was opposed to it.

Mr. BEGG. Then T ask fhe gentleman this question: What
has happened since this Congress authorized the construction
of two airships, from that date to this, that would cause us to
change our national policy of defense in this particular branch’
of the Government?

Mr. TABER. I have tried to demonstrate to the gentleman
that we have not available enongh helium to make enough of
these ships fly, to make them a military practicable proposition,

Mr. BEGG. How much helium gas has Italy and Spain and
France and England and Japan.

Mr. TABER. They use hydrogen and nothing else.

Mr. BEGG. Have we not just as much hydrogen as they?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for two minutes,

The OHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of
order that the gentleman from New York should not be inter-
rupted by a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr, BEGG. The request that was made was specifically a
request for the conirol of the time. Every gentleman on the
floor here so understood it, I think,

What of
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not believe that request was in order. The gentleman now
addressing the Chair held last spring that it was not in order.

Mr. BEGG. If the Chair will permit, I am perfectly well
aware of that, and when the request was made I was awire
that if I had been in the chair I would not have allowed it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair did not put that portion of
the request, The order now is that there shall be one hour of
debate., The gentleman from New York asks unanimous con-
sent to speak for two minutes, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I call the attention of the
House to this faet. Great Britain is building two 5,000,000~
cubie-feet hydrogen ships, which have not been proved to be
safe. They intend to use them mnot for military purposes, but
for commercial purposes. Italy has a nonrigid ship and is
building one, as I understand it, of about 700,000 cubic feet
capacity, which is about the capacity of the nonrigid ship
which our Army has. I can see no possible situation where
the appropriation of money for the commencement of this ship
is justified from the standpoint of how we are going to build
it, or what we are going to fly it with, or what we are going
to do with it, and it seems to me an absolute waste of money
at this time to make this kind of an appropriation.

Mr. APPLEBY. Mr. Chairman, I call the gentleman’s atten-
tion to the fact that he voted for the bill, I have the record
here,

Mr. TABBER. I was opposed to this proposition, and I
always have been. I voted against the dirigibles in the com-
mittee and notwithstanding my opposition to them voted for
the bill because it contained about five other matters of which
I approved. We can not have everything our own way.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, there will be only one speech
opposed to the amendment. If any gentlemen on the other
side would like to go ahead, I would be glad to defer for one
or two.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama, Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact
that the gentleman from New York [Mr. Taser] has raised the
question as to our supply of helium, I desire to make a brief
statement in reference thereto, It so happens that I am &
member of the subcommittee handling appropriations for the
Department of Commerce. The Bureau of Mines, transferred
from the Department of the Interior to the Department of Com-
merce, is the bureau charged with the duty of procuring helium
for the Army and the Navy. This bureau is well informed of
the fields where helium can be procured, and a representative
from that bureau was called before the Subcommittee on Naval
Appropriations, part of his statements being given in executive
session, I am sufficiently familiar with the information which
the Bureau of Mines has in reference to our supply of helium
as to be able to correct some statements of the gentleman from
New York in reference to it. Permit me to say in this connee-
tion that I appreciate his kind personal reference to me, and
I share the same high opinion of his service on the committee.
No one studies the Navy appropriations bill more closely or is
better informed of its details than is the gentleman from New
York.

In so far as the procurement of helium is concerned, it was
collateral to the inquiry we were making in reference to this
bill, because we had no authority to carry appropriations there-
for in the Navy bill. However, these are the facts. The fleld
from which we have been processing helium is now about ex-
hausted, and it is questionable whether long after June next
we will find a sufficient supply of gas to justify, from an eco-
nomie standpoint, the processing of further helium from the
limited supply of gas from that field. Within 30 miles, however,
of where our helium plant is now located, is the field known as
the Nocona Field, and the Bureau of Mines told this committee
and also the subcommittee handling appropriations for the
Department of Commerce that in the Nocona Field is a supply
of helium sufficient to meet for many years the needs of the
Army and Navy. The Burean of the Budget at the last session
recommended an appropriation for the purpose of laying pipe
to the Nocona Field from the Government helium plant.

One reason why our subcommittee did not recommend it to
Congress at that time was that we felt it might be more eco-
nomical to acquire a much larger and better field, where the
helium content of the gas to be processed would be much
greater than in the Nocona Field, and where the supply was
sufficient to many times meet the Army and Navy requirements
for an indefinite time; and this committee in executive session
was informed by a representative of the Bureau of Mines of
this faect and also the amount at which the field could be pur-
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chased. Now let me say to the gentleman from New York that
he is also in error in assuming that congressional authority has
not yet been given for leasing or purchasing gas fields from
which helium can be processed, The Committee on Appropria-
tions in a deficiency bill less than two years ago made an
appropriation to aid in having set apart a helinm reserva-
tion in the State of Kansas, and the Department of Commerce
is now aunthorized to procure, by purchase or lease, gas fields for
the production of helium. This is the only difficulty at present—
the aunthorization for the procurement of helium was given to
the Secretary of the Interior, to which department the Bureau
of Mines was then attached, and when Congress transferred
the Burean of Mines to the Department of Commerce, the au-
thority to purchase gas fields was not vesied in the Depart-
ment of Commerce but remained with the Department of the”
Interior. Bills are now pending on favorable reports in both
Senate and House to correct this. {

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask that my friend may
have one additional minute to answer a question, not to be taken
out of the one hour. Is there any doubt——

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. May I ask the gentlemhn from
Ohio if he will yield me five additional minutes?

Mr, BEGG. It is not a question of yielding. The Chair has
control of the time. There is still a great deal remaining of
the hour.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Alabama re-
guest more time?

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. I ask for five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama that he may proceed for five addi-
tional minutes? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none,

Mr. BUTLER. The gentleman is well informed, and I ask
him, Is there any doubt as to our ability to acquire all of the
helinm we need to use to fill these big bags when constructed?

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Absolutely none whatever,

Mr. BUTLER. Then I do not think I was wrong.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The committee handling appro-
priations for the Department of Commerce will bring before
Congress that very question at this session, and it will be for
Congress to determine what action in the matter of procuring
additional helium shall be taken, and we will then have more
time to discuss the question than now. But, in passing on, let
me say there is not the slightest doubt but what we have an
unlimited quantity of helium, and it is thought that a gas
field capable of producing a very large amount of helium can
be procured for a reasonable sum, and when procured our
Government will be the only Nation in the world, so far as is
now known, that will have any helium. That was in the mind
of Congress when less than two years ago you passed a bill
prohibiting the export of helium; in other words, recognizing
its national-defense value, you passed legislation to prevent it
ever passing into hands not American. [Applause.]

Mr. McOLINTIC. Will the gentleman yield? 1 want to say,
Mr, Chairman, I am in hearty accord——

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. I know the gentleman is thor-
oughly familiar with this whole subject and that no one is
better qualified to give information on it than he, and since I
understand he is in agreement with my statements, and there
is one other feature I wish to touch on, and I have such a
limited time I regret that I can not now yield. Now, in refer-
ence to the importance of building one lighter-than-air ship at
this time, Congress by a large vote authorized two at the last
session, and the information supplied to our committee from
those in the Navy as well as those in civil life qualified to speak
as experts, was that we now have all information required to
show that from an engineering standpoint it is entirely feasible
and practical to build a fabricated airship of 6,000,000 cubic
feet dimension, and that such a ship gives promise of splendid
performance not only as a scout for the fleet but as a transport
for mail, light freight, and passengers on a paying basis across
the ocean. [Applause.] The only reason why this committee
last year recommended to this House that it appropriate
$300,000 for a metal-type machine of small dimension was that
we might demonstrate that class of lighter-than-air ship had
potential promise that should be studied, but those who are
its strongest supporters recognize that even if such ship when
constructed performs as its sponsors believe it will, that still
you must advance by slow stages to ships of large dimensions
of that type.

All engineering experts, both naval and civilian, after long
and mature study of lighter-than-air craft, are agreed that
we are now supplied with/accurate and full information, based
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on what has been built or is now in course of building in the
way of this type of ship, to design and construct a large ship,
such as this amendment offered by the gentleman from Ohio
seeks to provide an initial appropriation for. The structural
type will be essentially different from the large ships which
Great Britain has now in course of construction. This is due
to the fact that we will use as a lifting power not hydrogen,
a high explosive, but helium, and your. carriage will be swung
in a way not like as in the Shenandoah, but in such way as
to greatly advance safety, reliability, and comfort. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has again expired.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama.
minutes more?

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the reguest of the
gentleman from Alabama? -

AMr. McOLINTIC. I object.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the gentleman may have five minutes more.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I appreciate that, but, Mr. Chair-
man, I simply ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks.

The ®HAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask to be recognized on
my amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for five
minutes,

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, as far as I can learn, there is but one official objection
to proceeding with the construction of this rigid airship to-day,
and that official objection is not important. It is carried in
the President’s annual Budget message, and it says in sub-
stance, “ Pending experiments made on an all-metal ship"—
it is not indicated where, but I think it is being done at
Detroit—* pending experiments on the construction of an all-
metal ship, appropriations be withheld for the time being on
the two ships that were authorized last session, a year ago,
by this present Congress.”

Now, let me tell you something about that all-metal ship.
In the first place, it is of 200,000 or 250,000 cubic feet capacity.
In the parlance of airships, it is a “ tin lizzie” in comparison
with what we are considering here this afternoon, which is a
6,000,000-cubic-foot rigid airship. Everybody who came before
the Commitiee on Naval Affairs—experts, if you please—
requested the authorization for that experimental ship, for
the construction of which Uncle Sam pays 50 per cent and
the manufacturers themselves pay the other 50 per cent, and
they led the committee to believe that it was in no sense an
experiment for the 6,000,000-cubic-foot machine. In no sense
whatever was it intended to be anything that wounld ever
develop to the 6,000,000-cubic-foot airship. Only now the man-
ufacturers are requesting permission, when it is completed
a year or two from now, to use hydrogen, rather than helinm,
because I think it is a question whether helium, which has
not the earrying eapacity of hydrogen, will lift the darn thing
off the ground. [Laughter.]

Now, some one on the floor a few moments ago——

Mr. BUTLER. If you put a half crew on it, it will never
lift.

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes. Some one suggested that we wait for
experiments to be made by England. What do we care about
British experiments on aircraft. We want to lead the world
in aireraft production, just as we lead the world in every other
line of production. If we wait until Great Britain completes
her experiments, you may wait five years and then have noth-
ing. Uncle Sam is the great financial magnate of the world,
and if he can not experiment in this laudable operation, in
the name of heaven, who can? People or countries that owe
us money? Certainly not.

The gentleman from New York [Mr, Tager] used one single
argument against the appropriation of money to-day, and
that was that we did not have enough helium at present to
run that ship. Well, we have not the ship at the present time,
have we? Of course, we have the helium at the present time,
and we will probably have enough in storage tanks to run
our battleships at present, and it will take three years to
build this ship now wunder consideration before the com-
mittee. Does anyone mean to suggest before this House that
we will not have helium in four years?

Mr, TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRITTEN. Not now. Of course, we have helium. Has
England any helium? She has not a cubic foot. Has Italy

Mr. Chairman, may I have two
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a cubie foot of helium? Has France? Certainly not. All the
helium in the world is right here in the United States.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the gentleman from Illinois may have five min-
utes more.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

Mr. TABER. I object.

Mr. BRITTEN. The gentleman who objected utilized five
minutes himself. He is always too fair to object to a request
of that kind. I think under the gentlemen’'s agreement at this
time I am entitled fo time under the five-minufe rule, If I
am nof, I will yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield me
30 seconds? Will the Chair let me take one minute?

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Brrrrex] any request pending?

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes. I have, Mr. Chairman. I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed for one-half minute in order to ex-
plain to the House the gentlemen’s agreement that exists over
on this side for the control of the time of one hour in the
debate on this amendment now pending before the House.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for half a minute. Is there objection?

Mr. TABER. I object,

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary ingmiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BRITTEN. I would like to make inquiry of the Chair
as to just what will be done when the one hour's debate agreed
upon between gentlemen having in charge the bill that is now
before the House expires?

The CHAIRMAN. There will be a vote on the pending
amendment.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BuTpLER]
may have five minutes.

Mr. BUTLER. I do not want five minutes. I want only one
minute. I do not know anything about the gentlemen's agree-
ment. It is a question whether or not we mean what we say.
If a mistake has been made here I want to remedy it. I will
move to take this ship out of this bill. I know where the
indorsement of this amendment came from.

I know I consented to write it in the bill becaunse of the great
indorsement it had. However, I wrote in a time limit, that
time limit being July 1, 1928, and unless we do it now we should
take the ship from the bill, because it will never be built, Cer-
tainly the House ought to know what it is capable of doing,
We run up the hill one year and the next year we run down, but
I do not prepose to do it as far as I am concerned.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has expired.

Mr. DAVEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, I have a sort of joint interest with my distinguished
colleagne from Ohio in this amendment, because the only exist-
ing dirigible industry in the country happens to be in my dis-
trict. I want to make two or three statements particularly to
supplement what has already been said. The case has been
well stated by the preceding speakers, but there are two or
three points I want to emphasize. The first one is this: That
we have under construction an experimental metal-clad ship.
Nobody who is fair-minded wants to discount the possibilities of
that metal-clad ship, but I want to emphasize the fact that it is
purely experimental, and the last thing I heard about it was
that they did not know how they were going to get the gas into
it; that all of the known facts in the field of lighter-than-air
craft have to do with the so-called Zeppelin type, and that all
we do know is connected with this partienlar type.

The other point I want to emphasize is the fact that we can
not learn very much from England or these other countries,
because they are building hydrogen ships; and even if we
waited until they are all done and have made their experi-
ments and learned their lessons they may be of relatively small
value to us. Furthermore, reverting to this so-called metal-
clad type of ship, I want to emphasize the fact that it is a
small outfit, of probably 200,000 cubic feet capacity. It is the
best judgment in the industry that it will take 8 or 10 years,
after they have proved that the small ship is a success, to
develop the successive stages from one size to the other
until they get it up to a point large enough to be of practical
value. In other words, if we are going to learn anything about
dirigibles, and if we are going to make any progress in this arm
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of the national defense, we, in America, having the only avail-
able supply of helium, must concern ourselves with the develop-
ment of our own particular industry and get our own experi-
ence for the use of our own projects.

Just one thing more I would like to refer to, and that is as
to the suggestion made by one speaker—I think the gentleman
from New York—that there is a great deal of interest in the
commercial side of this proposition. I wonder if that is a
matter of grave concern, whether there may grow out of it a
great commercial development. The thing that justifies us in
appropriating Government money is the fact that it has great
and admitted military value. I do not think there has been a
dissenting voice on that question. The fact is, however, that in
the field of dirigibles and lighter-than-air craft there is a possi-
ble development that staggers the imagination. I wonder what
we may expect to come in the future if and when we make this
a great practical success, as we have reason to believe it will be,
if American business men and tourists can get on a great
dirigible in the city of Los Angeles or San Francisco or Seattle
or Chicago or New York and land in Europe within two or
three days or depart from any station in the United States
and land in China or Japan in perhaps three or four days.
The commercial possibilities of this are simply stupendous, and
all this Congress will be doing is to make possible the practical
development for defensive purposes of something which will be
of immense value to America commercially,

Mr. DARROW. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DAVEY. Yes,

Mr., DARROW. Can the gentleman tell the House or the
committee where the Shenandoah was built?

Mr. DAVEY. I think the Shenandoeh was built in a navy
yard.

Mr. DARROW. In Philadelphia. I thought the gentleman
said the only dirigible factory was in Ohio.

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Ohio has
expired.

AMr, McCLINTIC. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the eom-
mittee, this House, in one respect, is making history to-day.
To me it is a remarkable fact that up to the present time there
have only been two Members to give notice that they are going
to oppose an amendment which relates to aireraft. Some three
or four years ago the sentiment was quite a good deal different
from that which exists at the present time. I can remember
that when I took a position on aircraft there were some who
were disposed to make light of that position, but to-day we
find aircraft support is practically universal in this House, and
that means it is universal in the country. That means, Mr.
Chairman, the country now knows that if we did not have ade-
quate aircraft we would have to lock up every single ship that
gteams out on the water in time of war, and when you 'take
that into consideration you must know that unless we develop
aireraft in all of its branches and in the proper way we can not
have an adequate defense for this Nation. I wish to compl-
ment the House and the country for having assumed a pro-
gressive attitude.

Now, a few minutes ago I attempted to put a little plece of
information in the Recorp relative to the supply of helium gas.
I think it is important that the House should know there are
probably a dozen oil fields in the southwestern section of the
United States where helium gas can be produced in very large
guantities. I want to say further that a very distinguished
Oklahoman some six or seven years ago came before Congress
with a bill in which he sought certain rights for the purpose
~ of developing helium gas to be sold commercially, but the Navy
Department or gome other department of our Government, and
probably wisely, did not feel warranted in giving favorable
approval to this piece of legislation; consequently he did not
pursue the subject any further. So there need not be -any
gquestion in the mind of any person here as to the supply of
helium gas, for all the Government has to do, as I understand
it, is to extend their pipe lines into some other field, and if any
new field should become exhausted they can extend it to some
other, 1 am sure that the quantity of helium gas in these oil-
producing fields of the Southwest is sufficient to take care of all
the needs of our Nation from the standpoint of aircraft, and
this amendment should be adopted.

Mr. CONNERY, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCLINTIC. I yield.

Mr. CONNERY. I understand from the gentleman's remarks
that he believes exactly as I do, that not only with respect to
these dirigibles but the entire aircraft sitnation the United
States should be well prepared for times of war.
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Mr. McCLINTIC. For the reason that in times of war we
can not start a single vessel away from our shores to any other
nation, if that were necessary, unless we have aircraft to
protect them. If we did otherwise, we would lose our ships and
be a defeated Nation.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? The gentle-
man is at least consistent, which is more than can be said for
some of the other friends of the amendment.

Mr. McCLINTIC. I thank the gentleman. I am always glad
to be consistent.

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, McCLINTIC. Yes.

Mr. BEGG. When the gentleman from New York had the
floor I asked the direct question whether he voted for the au-
thorization bill, and he made a statement in the negative, that
he did not. Now, the record is that he did vote for it, and in
talking with him he said he voted for it because he was in
favor of other provisions of the bill, and in the committee he
voted against the dirigible part of it, but in order to get the
other provisions he had to take the dirigible part. I merely
make this statement becaunse I think tha House is entitled to
Eknow that he was at least halfway commitfed to the dirigible
proposition when we passed the anthorization bill,

Mr, COYLE. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. McOLINTIC. Yes.

Mr. COYLE. Does the gentleman reeall the testimony of
Carl B. Fritsche, the general manager of this aireraft corpora-
tion, that if his tinclad was to set back the dirigible, he would
rather have the tinclad experiment serapped entirely than the
big dirigible not built?

Mr. McCLINTIC, I think Mr. Fritsche’s testimony relative
to aircraft was in line with progress.

Under leave given me to extend my remarks I wish to eall
attention to an amendment offered by Congressman ViNsoN of
Georgia during the later discussion of this bill, which had for its
purpose the carrying out of our aircraft program as approved by
Congress last year. Mr. Vinsoy has made the statement, if I
understood him correctly, that the recommendations made by
Admiral Moffett to the General Board were reduced tq an
amount equaling 40 per cent. I think it is interesting to let
the country know that the General Board is not very en-
thusiastic over the development of this branch of the Navy,
but, on the other hand, judging from bills now being considered
by the Naval Affairs Committee, would prefer to spend larger
sums of money for the construction of ships and the recondi-
tioning of certain battleships,

A bill now pending before the committee would authorize
an appropriation of more than $13,000,000 for the elevation of
guns and making of certain other repairs on the battleships
Oklahoma and Nevada. This money, if applied to the purchase
of aircraft, wounld more than take care of the number of planes
needed to fit up our aireraft carriers. If Congress should au-
thorize the expenditure of this sum for the reconditioning of
these old, slow ships and not furnish a sufficient number of
planes to equip our airplane carriers, it would not be possible
to use the reconditioned battleships in time of war. It is now
generally considered that the same, unless properly protected
from the air, can be sunk by dropping bombs from planes. A
battleship, on account of its slowness and vulnerability to
attack, can in the future render but little service to the
Nation exeept in peace times. No one would ever think of send-
ing any of our battleships to the shores of a major nation in
case we have war, for the reason all major nations will main-
tain an aircraft force superior to one that could be brought
aboard any invading fleet.

Therefore, if any of our battleships during a war should eross
the ocean and get within a few hundred miles of the shores of
& major nation, it would mean the total destruction of ships of
this type.

As to the elevation of the guns, giving them a range of 4 or
6 additional miles, when it is taken into consideration that the
projectile fired from the same at an elevation of more than
30° will have to describe an arc before it can hit an object,
the result will be, according to an estimate given me, one hit
out of every 10,000 shots. Projectiles fired at the present range,
if they strike the water prior to reaching the target, will
ricochet and do a lot of damage. But when a shot has to de-
scribe an are, and the target is only approximately 100 feet
wide, one can readily understand how utterly foolish it is to
expect some enemy ship to stand still and wait to be hit.

I can not conceive of any situation with respeet to a war
with a foreign country where a battleship can be used until
after aircraft has played its part, and when a nation is licked
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in the air it is finished eompletely. Therefore, if we are to
protect our country in the proper way, we should stop the
foolish expenditures of money for old, obsolete types of ships
and further develop aircraft and such fast auxiliaries as are
needed to round out the fleet.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that on an equal
division of time there are three minutes remaining in favor of
the amendment.

Mr. UPDIKE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit-
tee, I was somewhat reluctant to speak on this amendment in
view of the fact that we have older members on the Committee
on Naval Affairs than myself. However, I believe it is my duty
and my responsibility to stand in favor of our national defense.
I have had some little experience in the way of warfare, and
I want to say to you gentlemen here this afternoon that when
1 stood on the battle fields of France I was convinced beyond
any reasonable doubt whatsoever that our aircraft is our future
defense for our Nation. [Applause.]

I sat day after day on the Committee on Naval Affairs
and heard the testimony of experts with reference to what this
dirigible would be when it is constructed, and they have con-
vinced me that when these two dirigibles that we anthorized
in the last session of Congress are constructed they will be of
value to us, not only of military value but of commercial value.

Something has been said with reference to our store of
helium. I am convinced that if we will go ahead and develop
our helium in this conntry we will have enough helium to sup-
ply our wants in the future. It will take some three or four
vears to ronstruct this dirigible, which the amendment calls
for the starting of at the present time, and I may say to you
that within three years from now if we do not develop our
helium in this country the responsibility will be upon us. I
thank you. [Applause.]

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. UPDIKE. I will be glad to.

Mr. CONNERY. The gentleman knows well, as a service
man on the fields of Franee, what it meant not to have Ameri-
can airplanes over his head, which he would have had if
before we want to war Congress had provided for the airplanes.

Mr. UPDIKE. That is exactly right. [Applause.]

Mr, FRENCH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, in the very limited time that I have allotted to myself
1 must touch quite briefly upon several points that are in-
volved. First, let me say a word with regard to policy. It
has been stated that because these dirigibles have been aunthor-
ized it follows that they must be appropriated for almost
fmmediately. Surely Members do not seriously contend for
such a program. Whether this proposition is begun through
an appropriation now or in another Congress does not concern
the question of policy. This Congress is for a dirigible. It
probably is for two dirigibles. The fact that authorization is
made does not commit the Congress to appropriate money
immediately. A program has been indicated, but always with
the reservation that subsequent action as to time must rest
with the discretion of the Congress at a future date. There
are authorizations going back for a dozen years for -battle
craft, for instance, for projects for which no appropriations
have been made. More than that, the proponent of the amend-
ment apparently recognizes the truth of my statement, becaunse
his amendment calls for but one dirigible and not for two.

Second, this bill was passed less than one year ago. When
the bill was reported to the Congress there was a time limit
within which work should be begun, and the time limit was
July 1, 1927. However, in view of the experimentation that
was going on and that was about to be begun in the metal type
of lighter-than-air craft, and upon the insistence of Mem-
bers of the Congress that the time—July 1, 1927—was too soon
a time within which to begin one of these dirigibles, this Con-
gress, upon the motion of the chairman of the Naval Affairs
Committee that reported the bill, put in an amendment, at the
suggestion of myself and other Members upon this floor, that
the time be extended to July 1, 1928,

Third. What is the attitude of the President? The Presi-
dent of the United States indicated, I think, as the gentleman
from Illinols [Mr. Brrrrex] said, his agreeablenmess to the
authorization a year ago. On the other hand, in the Presi-
dent’s message that came to this Congress at the beginning of
the Congress one month ago we have this statement: A

The Navy five-year air program approved June 24, 1926, authorized
the construction of two rigid airships of approximately 6,000,000 cubic
feet volume, the two to cost not in excess of $8,000,000. The act
provides that the bullding of one of these ships shall be undertaken
as soon as practicable and prior to July 1, 1928, Having in mind that
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the Congress recently appropriated $300,000 for the construction of an
all-metal airship for experimental purposes, to determine by practical
demonstration the type of construction and character of material to
govern in the future in the making of lighter-than-air craft, it is
thought the part of wisdom to walt upon this determination, even
though it may be found necessary to ask for an extension of the time
limit placed on the Initiation of work on one of the ships.

So then it appears that the President during the present
Congress has asked that we do not make appropriation for this
particular work, yet he has indicated, inferentially, his agree-
ableness to an ultimate program of building a fabric dirigible
should the pending experiment for which the Congress has
made appropriation not demonstrate all that its proponents
hope for it.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield right on
that point? '

Mr. FRENCH. Briefly.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Is that the same reason why the
subcommittee did not put it in? The gentleman from New
York said the reason he did not vote for it was because we
had no helinm.

Mr. FRENCH. I shall come to that. In the first place, I
am in accord with the President’s recommendation. That was
the thought of the members of the subcommitfee a year ago
when they went to the chairman of the legislative committee
and urged that an extension of time beyond the first date
fixed be put into the bill, That is the essenfial reason the
date was changed from July 1, 1927, to July 1, 1928,

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENCH. I will.

Mr. BEGG. If this Congress does not appropriate to begin
construction, when can it appropriate so as to prevent the
voiding of the authorization?

Mr. FRENCH. That was ‘the proposition that I wanted to
come to next., The gentleman himself in his speech said that
unless the appropriation was carried in this bill it conld not
be appropriated for in another Congress unless it came through
a deficiency bill. The gentleman misapprehends the situation.
The next Congress will convene on the first Monday in De-
cember next, seven months prior to the 1st of July in 1928.
It will be well within the possibilities; whether desirable or
not is another question, but well within the possibilities for
the Bureaun of the Budget to recommend an item for a dirigible
or for the Appropriations Committee on its own initiative to
include it in the naval bill or for the Congress itself so to do
in its wisdom. I do not know what Congress at that time
will do, but it will be well within the power of the Appropria-
tions Committee to bring out this item in the regular naval
appropriation bill ;

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr. FRENCH. Yes.

Mr. BEGG. That bill which will be brought out in the next
Congress, beginning in December, will be an appropriation bill
for the year beginning July 1, 1928, and this authorization ex-
pires on the last day of June.

Mr. FRENCH. There can be no reason why the committee
bringing in an item for this matter could not include in the
appropriation a provision making it immediately available.

There is another thought that I must call your attention to
now. The gentleman said that this is an initial appropriation
of $200,000. That is true; but it is the beginning of an appro-
priation of an immense snm, and this Congress must act as a
board of directors of a private institution would act. What
would you do if it were your business? You would consider
the elements of expense, not only the immediate ones, but the
ultimate,

What are these items? The cost of the craft. The limit of
cost was fixed in the act last year for two dirigibles at $8,000,-
000, but we were told that on two dirigibles we could save
£2,000,000 if we were to build them at a common time over what
the cost would be if we built them one at a time. Possibly by
another year or two we can be quite confident that we shall
want to build two dirigibles, Surely with the assurance that
$1,000,000 can be saved on each by building them together a
business man in his own affairs would await experiments that
are on the way that might be helpful in determining his course.

My colleague from New York has pointed out the situation
touching helinm. Of course, he does not question the supply of
helium, but the thought he had in mind is that the program
must be worked out in regard to helinum, and that program will
cost millions upon millions of dollars by the time this ship shall
have been completed.
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. Again, by the time the ship shall have been completed we
must have a hangar on the Pacific coast. The present hangar
at Lakehurst cost $3,5600,000. It will accommodate two airships.
If you are going to make this appropriation to-day, then you
must build another hangar upon the Pacific coast or else let this
ship be constructed and be subjected to deterioration that will
come through exposure in a degree several times more rapidly
than if housed as it ought to be housed within a hangar. This
you must do if you plan on using the ship on the Pacific where
our major fleet is stationed.

Mr. BRITTEN, Will the gentleman yield for a brief ques-
tion?

Mr. FRENCH. I will

Mr. BRITTEN. If the Committee on Naval Affairs having
in charge legislation brings in an authorization increasing the
supply of helinm, will the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Taser] object and gay it is not necessary because we have not
the airships? [Laughter.]

Mr. FRENCH. The gentleman from New York is abundantly
able to take care of himself, but for my part I will say to
the gentleman that I am a friend of helium. I want it devel-
oped ; I want it conserved ; but I want to approach the question
in a businesslike way instead of rushing into the proposition
in a heedless manner. y

Mr, BEGG. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENCH. Yes. K& :

Mr. BEGG.  Will the hangar for this airship cost any less if
we postpone the building of the ship than if we build it now?

Mr. FRENCH. No one knows. Why not await completion
of our experimental metal ships; and again, why not await the
result of experiments with the two British airships of 5,000,000
cubic feet, which will be completed in about 18 months?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for eight minutes.

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Idaho?

Mr. BRITTEN. I object.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask for one minute of time.

Mr. BRITTEN. A parliamentary inguiry, Mr., Chairman,

The OHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BRITTEN. How much time has been consumed in de-
bate on this amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. Thirty minutes has been consumed by
those in favor of the amendment and 22 by those opposed to it.
Mr. BRITTEN, Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my objection,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Idaho to proceed for eight minutes?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Illinois for his kindness and I yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. BUTLER].

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, did not my good friend reason
with me as to what we should write into this bill about the
limitation of time?

Mr. FRENCH. That is correct.

Mr. BUTLER. Did I not put in there 1928 because my friend
suggested it.

Mr. FRENCH. Yes. ¥
~ Mr. BUTLER. Did my friend ever sit in a long session of
Congress that ran to September or October, and suppose this
naval bill does not pass before that time? Remember, it is not
the appropriation that keeps this thing going, but it is the ham-
mer that is laid upon it and the work done. Therefore it is
either now or never.

Mr. FRENCH. I think not.

Mr, BUTLER. Some people call it the other body, but when
I refer to it I call it the Senate of the United States. [Laugh-
ter.] But suppose that branch of Congress should be sitting
here with that naval appropriation bill next July, what is going
to become of this limitation? I only ask my friend, because I
put this in here because he wanted it; but suppose in the mean-
time we would be done guessing and at the construction of the

ships.
thMr. FRENCH. I bave already indicated my opinion about
at. ;
Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman has stated that we
have not any hangar in which we can construct this ship. -
" Mr. FRENCH. On the Pacific coast.
Mr. VINSON of Georgia. But we have on the Atlantic coast.
Mr. FRENCH. Yes; at Lakehurst.
Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes; of course.” We are asking
for only one dirigible, and we would not want any more than
one hangar in which to construct it.

Mr. FRENCH. I thought of the need of the Pacific coast.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Does not the gentleman know that
in all probability it would never be built in California, but
where it is needed at Pearl Harbor?

Mr. FRENCH. Oh, I think it will be built in Ohio,
[Laughter.]

Mr., BEGG. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle-
man what information he has about that. I will say, however,
that we can build them in Ohio, and the matter will be open
to bids. Any place can build it that can bid for it
- M:;;: BUTLER. We contemplated it will be built at Lake-

urs ]

Mr. FRENCH. And let me compliment our country and the
State of Ohio, and the industry generally upon that wonder-
ful instifution in Ohie that could offer a bid upon this great
proposition. I recognize it and I honor it, although it was in
levity that I suggested that it will be built in Ohio.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. However, the information before
our commitfee indicated that it would be built in New Jersey
at the hangar owned by the Navy.

Mr. FRENCH. To be exact, yes; yet probably the Goodyear
Co. in Ohio would be about the only company prepared to do
the work, though doubtless the real building of the craft would
occur at Lakehurst and not in Ohlo.

Mr. Chairman, just one other word. As business men what
would we do? An experiment of interesting character is going
on across the seas, where two dirigibles are to be completed
within about 18 months, we are told, of about the same size
as this contemplated ship. Would we better wait and watch
the ships the British are about to complete and see how those
ships perform? My colleague on the committe¢ [Mr. OLIvER]
spoke of stepping up in the metal type; that is, after completing
a ship of 250,000 cubic feet stepping up to one of 500,000 cubic
feet, and from that to higher and higher sizes. You are being
asked here to step up from a ship that we have of over 2,000,
000 cubic feet eapacity to 6,000,000 cubie feet capacity.

There will be no intermediary step. Several nations are
experimenting with dirigibles of large size and I point out
Britain's ships that are well along. Would a business man
wait and see how these ships perform? I think he would. It
would be sound judgment, Are you going to be as jealous of
your country’s money as you would be of your own in a
similar enterprise?

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENCH. Yes.

Mr. BRITTEN. Does the business man of the United States
wait until England goes out and gets the business first and
then try to take it away from her in foreign competition, or
does he go out after it originally?

Mr. FRENCH. If the gentleman will follow the develop-
ment of aireraft in this counfry he will find that the United
States is away yonder and beyond all of the other nations
of the world. I call the gentleman's attention to what was
developed in the hearings in respect to the number of miles
flown in commercial aviation by the different nations of the
world and the United States in 1926. For the data touching
the United States I direct atiention to the published address
of Mr. Archibald Black before the American Society of Civil
Engineers not long ago.

Mr. BEGG. Is the gentleman talking about lighter-than-air
craft aviation? i

Mr. FRENCH. No; I am speaking of aviation generally,

Mr. BEGG. But this is lighter than air.

Mr. FRENCH. According to Mr. Black, during 1926 we flew
5,945,000 miles in commercial aviation as against 3,075,050
miles by the nation that nearest approaches us, and in mileage
nearly one-half of the total miles flown by all the nations
of Europe. More than that; we are not under a subsidy, while
these other nations are. I ask you further to consider a state-
ment made by the National Advisory Committee for Aero-
nauties in the last report that was submitted to the President
of the United States November 20 last. The National Advisory
Committee is composed of a number of the greatest authorities
tipon the question of aviation within our country, They say:

America leads the world in the private ownership and operation of
aireraft, is at least abreast of other progressive nations in the tech-
nical development of aireraft for military purposes, and has the tech-
nical knowledge necessary to equal or excel the commercial airplanes
of other nations. It iz the opinlon of the National Advisory Committee
for Aeronautics that, without following the European policy of direct
subgidies, American commercial aviation will surpass European develop-
ments when but not until the construction -and operation of aircraft
can meet the economic demands of lower cost and greater safety,
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Gradual improvement along these lines would result from trial-and-
error methods, but substantial and rapid progress will necessitate and
depend mainly upon the continuous prosecution of sclentific research on
the fundamental problems of flight.

We are trying another experiment. I appeal to this Congress
upon the basis of good business. I am for these dirigibles, but
I am for them when I think we can get a hundred cents worth
of value out of Uncle Sam’s dollar that we vote to appropriate.
That is the business way for this House to look at the propo-
sition. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, I ask for one
minute in order to offer an amendment and to make a short
statement.

The CHAIRMAN. There is a half minute remaining.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama, Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol-
lowing amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. OLiver of Alsbama: After the last word
of the amendment insert “ not to cost exceeding $4,500,000, and, pro-
vided, that In any contract made for the construction of such airships
the Government is to be allowed credit for any savings resulting from
the installation of substitute gas cells for gold-beaters’ skin."

Mr, BEGG. Mr. Chairman, I will aceept the amendment,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. It is absolutely in the interest of
economy. -

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Alabama to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. Mr. Chairman, may we have
the original amendment again reported?

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the original amend-
ment will be again reported.

There was no objection,

The amendment was again reported.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Alabama,

The question was taken, and the amendment to the amend-
ment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The gquestion now is on the amendment
as amended.

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the
ayes appeared to have it

On a division (demanded by Mr, FrexcH) there were—ayes
132, nees 69,

So the amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr, Chairman, I desire to offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, ViNsox of Georgia: On page 41, line 22,
gtrike out the figures “ $8,412,000 " and insert in lieu thereof the figures
“ $15,558,750."

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I will state to the
Members of the House the object and purpose of that amend-
ment. It is to carry out the heavier-than-air program that this
House authorized at the last session of Congress, The maxi-
mum amount authorized in the bill that we passed last Decem-
ber provided for a total expenditure of $16,223,750, and pro-
vided for the purchase of 313 airplanes. The Committee on
Appropriations, in my judgment, without any justification what-
goever, on their own initiative, probably actuated by the same
thought that prevailed in reference to the amendment we have
just enacted, saw fit only to allow to the Navy 155 airplanes,
when this House at the last session wrote a program providing
for 313 airplanes for 1928, the maximum amount, to cost
$16,223,750. Now, I am satisfled that every Member of the
House would hate to think that the Appropriations Committee
have not appropriated as much for heavier-than-air as it ap-
propriated last year, We wrote a five-year program for air-
planes, and this committee, following the dictates of the Budget,
without Ingquiry as to whether they needed more planes, re-
gardless of what the House had said a year ago, says, “in our
judgment you are only entitled to 155 airplanes, and that is
all we are going to give you," and yet they are appropriating
less money this year for aviation with two great airplane car-
riers going into commission than they appropriated last year.
Now, does this House want to scrap this year a program which
over 200 Members as against 40 voted last year? Let us
gee what the figures are and see if we can not make a case
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against the Appropriations Committee that has scrapped the
five-year program. Now, here is what we appropriated last year.

I will ask the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. Frenca] to cor-
rect me if I am in error. They appropriated last year for
aviation for the Navy, for the whole thing, for every phase of
it, including contract authorizations, $22,365,288, and this bill
carries only $20,455,000.

Since the naval appropriation bill for 1927 was approved, a
bill authorizing a five-year aireraft-building program for the
Navy has been passed by Congress. This bill represents very
largely the result of the deliberations of the President’s
aircraft board and of the select committee of inquiry into
operations of the United States air services, and was brought
out by the Committee on Naval Affairs after prolonged study
and hearings on all phases of the Navy's aviation needs, It
was designed to increase the Air Service to meet the peace-
time requirements of the fleet; to build up the aviation branch
of the Navy over a five-year period to 1,000 useful airplanes.

The 1927 appropriation bill was approved before this measure
was passed, and therefore carried no funds for the enlarged
program. Over six months have now elapsed, and no deficiency
bill has been brought in to permit us to make a start during the
current year. And we now have before us the naval appropria-
tion bill for another fiscal year—for 1928—where we might
reasonably expect to find substantial provision for the develop-
ment which Congress has approved. But instead we still find
the program nnheeded; we find in the bill before us approxi-
mately $2,000,000 less for naval aviation for 1928 than was
actually appropriated for 1927, before the five-year building
program was approved.

For 1927 we have available for naval aviation $22365 288,
including a contract authorization of $4,100,000. The bill here
before us, including a contract authorization of $5,000,000,
carries a fotal of $20,455,000, or $1,910,288 less than was appro-
priated for 1027.

This reduction is shown as follows:

1027 1928
S T ey R SR T P LS RS e $19, 065, 288 | $19, 790, 000
Pay prior year's contract authorization.. ... eeecnens| 4, 100, 000 4,100,
Net appropriation forthe year.. ... ......... 14, 965, 288 000
Planes for reserves, heretofore carried under the Burean %
of Navigation_ .. __._________. 235, 000
Net for Naval Avistion_ ... oo ceaeanns 14, 065, 288 15, 455, 000
Add new t authorization =1 4,100,000 | . 5, 000, 000
Total *“ Aviation, Navy" oo 19, 065, 258 20, 455, 000
Increase of the Navy......_ 3,300,000 {_______._....
Total for naval aviation ... ... ... 22,365, 288 | 20, 455, 000
20,455,000 {. ...
Reduction for 1928. . Lo ey

For the item of new airplanes, with which the program
more gpecifically deals, we had for 1927, $12,362,500 ($9,062,500
under “Aviation, Navy,” and $3,300,000 under “ Increase of
the Navy"), including a contract authorization of $4,100,000.
The bill for 1928, now before the Houses, carries for this purpose
but $9,077,000, including a contract authorization of $5,000,000,
a total of $3,285,500 less than was appropriated for 1927.

This reduction is shown as follows:

For new airplanes only

1927 1928
Aviation, Ni VY et e $0, 062, 500 | $8, 412, 000
Pay prior year's contract authorization . ... .o o ooen. 4,100,000 | 4, 100, 000
Net for new planes forthe year__._______ . ___._.._.. 4,962,500 | 4,312,000
Planes for reserves, heretofore carried under the Bureau of
N RN - e 235, 000
Net for naval aviation..... 4,062,500 | 4,077,000
Add new contract suthorization. ... ccooooiiimiimacaaaas 4,100,000 | 5,000, 000
Total ** Aviation, Navy"___ 9, 062, 500 9, 077, 000
Increase of the Navy......... - 800,000 | o
Total new planes for the Navy.............. ] l&ﬁ,m 9, 077, 000
Reduction for 1928 . 8,288,500 | ..

With these reductions in the bill now before us—a reduction
of $3,285,5600 for new airplanes and a net total reduction for
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naval aviation for all purposes of $1,910,288—we not only are
not providing for the program but we are bringing about an
actual reduction in the number of planes the Navy has on hand
and with the fleet.

Now, what happens? The Bureau of Aeronautics asked the
board in the Navy Department to grant to them $16,223,750,
what Congress had said would be the amount necessary to pur-
chase 313 airplanes, That request went before the board, and
the board said to aviation, * We can.not allow you that amount.”
For one Member, I thought there was a closer relation between
the board and aviation than there appears to have been in this
instance. Then the Budget comes along and says, ** We can not
even give you the amount that the Navy Department recom-
mends.”

Now, bear this in mind: The total amount of meney asked by
the Navy Department from the Budget was approximately

$330,000,000,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgia
has expired.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. May I have five minutes more,
please?

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?
There was no objection.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The Budget said to the Navy

Department, * Yon must reduce your total estimate to approxi-
mately $£315,000,000." What bureau was reduced? The Bureau
of Aeronautics was reduced in the neighborhood of 40 per cent,
Even after that reduction the Budget comes along and says,
“You are entitled to only 155 airplanes.” Now, here is the
testimony.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman give
way for a brief question there?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes; with pleasure.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. What was the réquirement for the first
increment of 19287 3

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Three hundred and thirteen new
airplanes, This House last year said we were entitled to a
thousand in five years. In following out the ratio that the
committee has given, you will have only 499 in five years. We
wrote a program for a thousand airplanes last vear. In less
than nine months we write a new program and provide for
only 499, when the complements of the ships require 505.

Mr. McKEOWN: Mr, Chairmun, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. MCKEOWN. Did not the gentleman make the argument
at the last session on the last bill that future Congresses could
use their own judgment?

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. That is correct; and that is what
I am trying to convince the committee of right now, that the
Appropriations Committee has not used the right judgment,

Mr, McKEOWN. What was the total amount?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The amount or number authorized
by Congress was 313 for 1928,

Mr. McCKEOWN. You would have to increase the personnel
to carry them, would you not?
Mr, VINSON of Georgia.

personnel at all

Mr, McKEOWN, How would you take care of them?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. What are we buying airplanes
for? You are buying some of them to be used with the fleet
at sea. For the ftwo airplane carriers it will require 231 air-
planes, whereas this committee wounld give only 155 new planes
for the whole Navy., The complement of the ships is 505, and
following the ratio of 155 per year you will only get 499
airplanes in five years.

Mr. McCLINTIC. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
there?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. McCLINTIC. Do I understand the gentleman to say
that the board of the Navy reduced the amount recommended
to 40 per cent?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. It was testified, as the gentleman
will recall, before the Committee on Naval Affairs that when
the Bureau of Aeronautics asked for $16,223,750, as permitted
to ask for by Congress, the Burean of the Budget said, * The
Navy Department can only receive approximately $330,000,000
for the whole Navy”; and then the council in the Navy De-
partment said to aviation, “ You must reduce your amount
40 per cent,” and the statement was made that it was redoced
more than any other bureau in the Navy Department. I will
ask t.he? gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, Bun.!:n} is that
correct

No; you are not increasing the
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Mr. BUTLER. Oh, yes. They cut it to pleces.

Mr. McCLINTIC. Whose faunlt is it?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I am asking the gentleman right
now to help correct this fault,

Mr. McCLINTIC. I am frying to find out whose fault it
was that this recommendation was reduced. I would like the
gentleman to answer.

Mr, VINSON of Georgla
fault it was.

Mr. McCLINTIO. Perhaps it was the fault both of the
board and the Budget.

Mr. VINSON of Georgin. Both of them were perhaps at
fault. -

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. What kind or types of aircraft
can they procure?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The only types they can procure
are the minor types. The great bombing planes necessary
to the fleet can not be purchased with the money allowed.

When these gentlemen appear before the Committee on Ap-
propriations they are precluded by the very law that Congress
has passed from saying they need more airplanes unless asked
by the eommittee.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgia
has again expired.

Mr., VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask for 10
minutes more. I ask to be recognized for 10 minutes,

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani-
mous consent fo proceed for 10 minutes longer. Is there
objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Now, what happens? The gen-
tleman from Idaho [Mr. chn] and the gentleman "from
New York [Mr. TaBer] and the distinguished gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. Ayres]—did they inquire into the needs? Here
is the testimony: The Budget had sent in an estimate for 155
planes. Did they ask Admiral -Moffett or the distinguished
gentleman who is Assistant Secretary of the Navy what was
their need? Of course not. They merely told them to make
a statement. The law prohibits them from saying that they
needed more money. They can not open their mouths.

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, will the Lentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes:

Mr. AYRES. Does the gentleman disapprove of the fact
that that is in the law?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Did the gentleman inquire whether
they needed 155 or 3137 No. Yom take your cue from the
Bureau of the Budget, and I challenge the gentleman to con-
trovert what I say.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabams.
yield?

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. Yes,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The gentleman has not read all
that transpired before the committee. I wish to say to the
gentleman now that the subcommittee having charge of appro-
priations for the Navy never permits any official of the Navy
to come before it without asking questions that call not.only
for the figures that the Budget has recommended but what
the department has recommended to the Budget. If you will
examine Admiral Moffett’'s statement, you will find that I
asked him the question whether or not he was being denied
anything that might seriously impair the service by simply
deferring appropriations to another year.

AMr, VINSON of Georgia. The Recorp is the best evidence of
the controversy. I repeat my statement, that as to heavier-
than-air craft not a line was asked. Now, the gentleman from
Alabama did inquire about the question of dirigibles and did
ask them fo make out a case, and you saw him make a fight
here 2 moment ago for the dirigible, but when they were dis-
cussing heavier-than-gir eraft not one question was asked, but
the Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Warner, was asked to

Let the gentleman determine whose

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

‘make his statement and Admiral Moffett was asked to make

his statement.

Gentlemen, this is highly important. You have got to have
aviation with our fleet. What is this committee doing? It is
refusing to appropriate for new construction within £3,300,000
of as much as was appropriated last year. Last year they
appropriated for new construction $§12,362,500, while this year
for new construction they only appropriate $9,077, 000 including
the contract authorization.

Mr, WAINWRIGHT. Will the gentlemnn yield?

Mr, VINSON of Yes.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT, If this amount is inereased as pro-
posed in the gentleman’s amendment, will we have enough
money to build the first increment of the five-year program?
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amendment is adopted, then Congress goes on record as saying
we are going to live up to our aviation program; we will have
313 airplanes; so that at the end of five years we will have
1,000. :

Now, listen to this. What effect will this have upon the
industry this year to build only 155 airplanes and next year
build 4187 This will produce a slump of the industry in 1928
and bring on inflated orders for the remaining years of the
program. It would seem that this subcommittee does not intend
to carry out the mandate of Congress with reference to our
five-year program. They have set up a program to be known
as the French-Ayres program, instead of the House of Repre-
sentatives program. ;

Mr. BUTLER. Will my friend yield?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes.

Mr, BUTLER. Is there any doubt about our supremacy in
this style of flying through the air? Did not the gentleman
from Idaho concede that there is no experimentation whatever
in these ships, and if that is so why should we refuse to build
up this service? .

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes. The gentleman is correct. Is
it the intention of Congress to scrap our air program in a few
days after we have inaugurated it? I will not believe it until
the Members of this House vote to serap it. )

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes,

Mr. CONNERY. Are these commercial airplanes or are they
built by private concerns?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia, The Government is not interested
in building any aviation at all

Mr. CONNERY. Then the gentleman subscribes to my theory
that we need to develop commercial aviation in time of peace?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes. |

Mr. CONNERY. If we had had a merchant marine at the
time we entered the war it would not have been necessary to
have England carry our troops across the ocean and the same
thing will apply in this instance.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes. Let me say that 155 new
airplanes are all that are allowed for, costing $0,077,000. Fifty
airplanes were destroyed at Pensacola by the hurricane, and
yet not one dollar is carried in this bill to replace those planes.
Where did they get the planes with which to carry on the
training at Pensacola? They had to take the planes from the
battle fleet.

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. TABER. Does not the gentleman know that the appro-
priation to replace the planes destroyed at Pensacola was
carried in the deficiency estimate?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Only 155 new airplanes are car-

ried and out of the 155 the Navy must meet every requirement
of the fleet, whether it is to replace those planes destroyed
at Pensacola or to train the personnel in aviation. Now, gentle-
men, you must have 231 planes with your carriers and they
have only appropriated for 1568. These carriers will cost
$40,000,000 apiece and are to go into commission about the
first day of August. When they go into commission they will
lack 75 airplanes of having enough to meet the requirements
of the two great carriers. Now, what is the use of spending
$40,000,000 to put upon the sea the greatest ships of their kind
in the world, unless you put the weapon there with which
to train the boys? [Applause.]
_Now, another thing. This committee is doing something
that is not justified. The Navy Department says the attrition
or wastage should be one-third. One-third of every airplane
goes out of commission, and if you had 1,000 airplanes you
would have to buy one-third year by year fo replace them,
but this committee, without a scintilla of evidence to support
them, and with evidence overwhelming to the contrary, says,
“We will reduce the attrition from one-third to two-ninths
in order to keep you from buying more airplanes.” As a result
of that, airplanes which are not serviceable will have o be
used by the service. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Georgia
has again expired.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I assume the amendment was
offered in seriousness by the gentleman from Georgia. It adds
over $7,000,000 to an item that originally was $8,400,000. It
increases the item from $8,412,000 to $15,558,750.

What the gentleman has said is so fresh in the minds of the
Members of this Chamber that I shall proceed immediately
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by way, of reply to indicate the actions of your subcommittee in
meeting the proposition of airplanes for next year.

First, in the matter of total appropriations, the gentleman's
figures are not quite right. For the current year, aside from
the aircraft-carrier planes for which we had carried $3,300,000
in increase of the Navy, we carried $23,356,788, including
$4,100,000 to pay for contract obligations that would fall due
this year. For next year we are carrying in the bill $24,981,000,
including $5,000,000 for contract obligations that will come due
during the year. In other words, we are appropriating some-
what more than we appropriated for the current year, aside
from the amount carried for planes for the airplane carriers.

Now, what about the planes for the carriers? The second
deficiency act of 1925, approved March 4 of that year, earried
an initial appropriation of $3.000,000 for the purpose of pur-
chasing airplanes for the carriers. This was the amount of
the estimate. Admiral Moffett told our committee that the
complement of planes for the ecarriers would cost $5,917,500,
based on an allowance of 231 planes. This included a 50 per
cent reserve. In the naval act approved May 21, 1926, the fur-
ther sum of $3,300,000 was appropriated for planes for these
purposes, s

You will notice that we carried in that act nearly $400,000
more than the original estimates that came from the Burean of
Aeronautics to our committee for the entire program that they
had in mind. The extra amount asked for by the department,
as we were advised by Admiral Moffett, was on account of the
fact that they could not award all the contract at one time, but
acquired part of the planes under one contract and other of the
planes under a subsequent contract.

This year we were told that $6,300,000 heretofore appropri-
ated would suffice to meet the situation notwithstanding that
last year we were told that an additional $525,000 would need
to be asked for,

The gentleman has recited with a great deal of accuracy
something of the program on account of the 1,000 planes that
we provided for, to be acquired over a period of five years.

Before our committee Admiral Moffett explained how that
program wounld work. He stated, as he referred to the appro-
priation that we are carrying in the bill, the program he had in
view under the appropriation.

This—
Said he—

is to be accomplished over a five-year period replacing the wastage and
adding certain new planes each year until the 1,000-plane strength has
been reached.

Tih:d CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Idaho has
expired.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for five minutes more,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Idaho?

There was no objection,

Mr. FRENCH. Now, what was the basis of the estimate of
the legislative committee a year ago? I have before me a
statement of what Admiral Moffett told that committee were
the calculations that they made to determine wastage and
replacement. When the department representatives went before
the legislative committee they estimated that there would be
an annual wastage of about 3314 per cent.

If anything occurs to change that wastage, manifestly you
must take that into account in considering appropriations to
take care of wastage in the fufure. Something did occur to
change the situation. What was it? Efficiency of the per-
sonnel, efficiency of the planes that were being used, and pos-
sibly other factors were brought to the attention of the com-
mittee by Admiral Moffett, and he told us in his testimony
that instead of a wastage of 333 per cent, for next year
wastage would be brought down to 23 per cent, or a replace-
ment of about two-ninths would occur instead of one-third.
The result was he was able to come to our committee and ask
not for 235 planes but to ask for about 155; and on that basis
he was able to take care of all the replacement and to add
the amount that ought to be added for 1928 in the replacement
program. The result is that we are carrying in this bill that
which we ought to add to take care of the situation for next

year.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENCH. I will yield.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Is it not a fact that you are carry-
ing $3,300,000 less, plus $235,000 that you have charged up
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from the ‘Bureau of Navigation to the Bureau of -Aeronautics,
making a total of £3,535,000 less than last year? }
_Mr. FRENCH. I endeavored to answer that a moment ago.
I told the gentleman I had already eliminated what we had
appropriated a year ago for increase of the Navy for the air-
plane carriers; that is, $3,300,000.

Mr. VINSBON of Georgia. If the gentleman will permit there,
does not the gentleman know that the airplane carriers require
230 airplanes? )

Mr. FRENCH. That is true.

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. And you have only appropriated
for 155,

Mr, FRENCH. Yes; that is true.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Then you lack 75 of filling up your
carriers, and the gentleman's committee is not appropriating
one dollar in this bill for the carriers,

Mr, FRENCH, The gentleman is correct in part and partly
wrong.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Then let me ask yon this question:
If you take the 75 from the 155, then the fleet will not have
enough ; in other words, either the ecarriers or your fleet will
not have enough airplanes?

Mr. FRENCH. We have already appropriated more than the
department estimated for the carriers, but the department has
not been able to purchase as many planes as it contemplated.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FRENCH. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama.. On page 504 this question was
asked by me of Admiral Moffett:

Mr. OLivER, Have you sufficient planes to now meet the allotments

" made to the ships of the fleet prepared for earrying planes for opera-

tion from their decks?

Admiral Morrerr. We have, as far as battleships and cruisers are
concerned. We have not all the planes for the carrlers, but we will
have them; they are appropriated for.

That was his statement.

Mr, FRENCH., That is correct.

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. In another question, the com-
mittee was so anxious to find whether all the matériel needs
of the Navy were provided for, that we asked him the ques-
tion—"“Are you deferring anything that is important in aviation
in the hope that next year you will receive increased appro-
priation,” and you recall his answer to that question. I asked
him the gquestion.

Mr. FRENCH. The gentleman is correct,

Mr, OLIVER of Alabama. We also brought out the fact that
if we should provide him with more planes which he was
not asking for because he said that if we appropriated for
them we did not have enough hangars in which to protect them
and that one reason for the loss at Pensacola was that we did
not have sufficient hangars to house the planes.

Mr. FRENCH. Yes; they were scattered over an area that
made it impossible to protect them.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Was it not also asked him
whether he was taking steps to ask for the necessary funds
to provide hangars for planes that we would have during 1927,
and it afterwards was found that he would have to get author-
izations for building new hangars?

Mr. FRENCH. All those factors had to be taken into ac-
count by the subcommittee in shaping appropriation estimates
for planes for next year.

Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENCH. Yes.

Mr. BUTLER Does the gentleman feel in the spirit of a
little compromise here?

Mr, FRENCH. Not at all. I feel that we have gone to the
limit that we ought to go in this appropriation.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENCH. Briefly.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman does not intend to
convey the idea that the carriers have all the airplanes that
it is necessary for them to have?

Mr. FRENCH. Of all the reserves; no.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Is it the intention of the com-
mittee ever to fill it up? _

Mr. FRENCH. I would say that we have covered everything
except the engines, and I say further that on the program for
the five-year period we expect to take care of that situation
through the regular estimates that will be made for all the
planes that will be needed for carriers as well as other parts of
the service, - 3

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Is it your intention to endeavor to
follow that course for the thousand airplanes in the five years.

I think the committee is entitled to know the future policy
of the committee.

Mr. FRENCH. The gentleman is asking a question that it
is impossible to answer. Between the time a year ago when
the general bill was up authorizing the five-year program and
the present, attrition, for instance, has been reduced from 3314
per cent to about 23 per cent. Questions of that kind can
not be anticipated.

We are now shaping a bill for next year. At the end of
another year the department will come before us with estimates
and the committee will have before it all the factors that then
must be considered. We are now taking the only step that we
ought to take in the five-year program. The next step will be
when we approach the next bill. I wish I could be more
definite, but it is impossible.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman says the reason
why he does not appropriate any more is on account of the
attrition. Let me call the gentleman’s attention to the fact that
in 1926 the attrition was 70 per cent, and yet the gentleman is
talking about 23 per cent. In 1926 during the fiscal year the
wastage amounted to 429 planes and 121 planes were damaged
beyond repair. Now, the gentleman knows that over a period
of time the attrition has been running around 30 per cent and
not around 23 per cent.

Mr. FRENCH. I was watching for a smile on the face of the
gentleman from Georgia when he spoke about 70 per cent attri-
tion. Under the five-year program the department prior to the
present fiscal year, or on about June 15 last, arbitrarily clagsi-
fied some 330 planes as obsolete or obsolescent. The planes
that the department classified as obsolete or obsolescent upon
the day before were on record as efficient for service. This
large classification was made in order to bring the figures of
real up-to-date planes down to the point where they would be
regarded as wholly efficlent and of a type suitable under the
five-year program. I will ask the gentleman if that is not a
true and correct statement? :

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I think the gentleman is correct,
but was not that the wise policy to get rid of these flying
coffins?

Mr. FRENCH. Doubtless it was.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Idaho
has again expired. : .

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I
am not going to detain you very long, but you ought to be
patient for a few minutes at least while we are discussing
the expenditure of $7,000,000 of the taxpayers' money. I want
to say this. T stood on this floor when you had up the five-
year naval program and opposed its passage. When you passed
the five-year naval program I told you then that the argument
would be, when at any time in the future that the Congress
might hesitate to appropriate the amount called for, that you
would contend that the Committee on Appropriations was de-
linquent and that it was not doing its full duty if it did not
appropriate the money. That is the thing you are doing here
now. This Army and Navy business is just an edging up on
one side and then on the other. One of them says, “ You have
let the Navy have that and you have to let us have this,” and
when the Army gets something then the Navy says, “ You have
to let us have an equal amount.” Let us be frank about it.
Here is the situation: The board does not ask for this amount
of appropriation, and at that I am amazed. Here is the real
issue in this fight. The Naval Affairs Committee wants to let
the Budget Bureaun know that if they do not allow them what
they ask for they are going to come into the House and whip
the bureaun every time. The rest of us have to abide by the
Budget. The Naval Affairs Committee wants the Budget to
understand that every time they do not give them what they
stﬁk for they propose to come into the House and override

en.

Now, here is something else that I want to tell you. Take
your carriers. I was opposed to them, but, of course, I could
not get anywhere. I told you when you got your carriers that
the next thing would be that you would want some airplanes
to put on the carriers, and so you did, and you come in here
now with your application for airplanes. [Applause and
laughter.] 4

Mr. BACON. What are the carriers good for without the
airplanes?

Mr. McCKEOWN. The next thing is the boats that you need
to replenish those you had to junk—fine ships that were on the
ways, ' that somebody blundered about destroying., You put
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some of them into airplane carriers, and now you want to
cover them with airplanes.

My good friend from Georgia, Mr. Vixsox, one of the best-
informed men in the House on naval affairs, is in here com-
plaining because they do not build the full five-year program
in this one year just after he got his bill through. We are
not kept from building the whole thing in five years. We can
build it all next year if we deem it wise.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. What year would the gentleman
propose to build them in? If the gentleman runs true to form,
he never will complete it.

Mr. McKEOWN. If the present policies that are being pur-
sued with foreign countries continue as they are going now,
you will need to build two or three times as many airplanes as
the gentleman wants.

Mr. UPSHAW. Then let us begin right now.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. And is not that a good reason
why the gentleman should be speaking for it instead of
against it?

Mr. McKEOWN. Let me say that a lot of this war-scare
talk is going on here in this House, and this effort to in-
crease armament will breed you more trouble than if you will
go along and follow the Budget and its recommendations and

" take care of the taxpayers. Members keep on talking about
increased armament, and yet we are at the same time told that
we are going to have a disarmament conference in 1931 to dis-
arm. I suppose you are trying to get a Navy big emough by
that time so that you ean sink half of it. Put such amend-
ments on every year and you will have such a large Navy
that you will have to sink half of it by 1831 if you keep on
building.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas
has expired.

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. I am very fond of my friend from Oklahoma
[Mr. McKrowx], and 1 do not know when I was so much
pained as I was just now when he announced his retirement
from public life. 1 presumé he will retire, because he an-
nounced that we ought to leave this matter to the Budget, so
why put him to the hardship of leaving the delightful short-
grass country of Oklahoma and coming up here each year to
vote on these appropriations?

Mr. MCKEOWN. Let me suggest one thing, that if you

do not stay by the Budget a whole lot of us are liable to be
retired. [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, that is a very pertinent sug-
gestion. In other words, it calls attention to the very thing
that I protest against at every opportunity. That represents
the appeal that is constantly being made. I am not afraid of
the Bolshevist on the street corner, because he is not geing to
overthrow the country, but I do begin to fear for our continued
existence when newspapers morning and evening, business men
day in and day out, and even Members of Congress say that
the Congress hag fallen to such a low estate that if Members
dare to question the edicts of the Budget Bureau or any other
bureau they will be driven from public life. Mr. Chairman,
that is an appesal to political cowardice, and it does not appeal
to me. [Applause.]

Shall I vote contrary to my judgment on the guestion of
national defense because, forsooth, my neighbor from the shori-
grass country of Oklahoma says that if I do not do it—if I do
not vote according to the Budget, if I do not take, not the die-
tates of my conscience, not what reason tells me is necessary
from a standpoint of national defense, but what the * Lords of
the Budget” tell me, then I must retire to private life?

What an argument for statesmen to make in seriousness!
Gentlemen, this question involves something more than
money ; it involves something more than whether you will stand
by the committee. That used to be the ery. You have aban-
doned that, and now it is, “ Stand by the Budget.” It might
have been a bad policy that you entered upon, but you decided
it, did you not? You decided upon a five-year program, which
was the sensible thing to to do, not by plecemeal.

Mr. BUTLER. And by 8 votes to 1.

Mr. WINGO, This House did it after full debate. Which
is the mandate that is to control? Is it the mandate of that
body which the Constitution says shall create and maintain a
Navy, or the mandate of the bureau chief, however delightful
may be his personality, however patriotic his purposes, however
sincere his judgment? Is it his judgment or is it the judgment
of the constitutional body charged with the duty as well as
a responsibility and the right under the Constitution that
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shall control in the determination of what we shall do for
national defense?

I am proud of and admire the chairman of the subcommittee,
No man has demonstrated as much ability and agility in han-
dling himself on the floor; but you have listened to him and
the gentleman from Georgia and the gentleman from Alabama,
and I have taken pains to read the hearings, and, gentlemen,
if you do this you are left in this condition, that they are doing
what the gentleman from Oklahoma boasts he is trying to do—
to defeat the program that was enacted by the Congress by
an 8 to 1 vote. Gentlemen, he actually takes the position
that yon are doing what he predicted, that when you get the
airplane carriers you would then need airplanes to put on
them, and that is his statesmanlike argnment. I have not the
slightest doubt if a member of his family shounld ask him to
buy some gas for the family car my friend from Oklahoma
would exclaim, “I was afraid when I got that infernal machine
that you would want some gas.” His logic is: Have plenty of
soldiers but do not put guns in their hands; have carriers but
do not get the airplanes. If the airplanes deteriorate and be-
come dangerous under his theory, he would sacrifice life rather
than spend money. You and I know that the planes deteriorate,
and we should not adopt a penurious policy of not buying first-
class airplanes for the young men whom we are training.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia,

The question was taken; and there were—ayes 65, noes 80.

So the amendment was rejected. .

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr, Chairman, I desire to oifer
another amendment, and I would like to ask the genfleman
from Idaho if it is his purpose at this time to rise?

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment.

Amendment offered by Mr, Vixson of Georgia: On page 41, line 22,
strike out the figures ** $8,412,000 " and insert in leu thereof the figures
812,747,000,

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr, Chairman, I will not take but
a few moments on account of the lateness of the hour. ' The
object and purpose of that amendment is this: Merely to pro-
vide 75 airplanes for the carriers now going to be put into
commission about July or August. They cost $40,000,000, and
you need 75 more planes to go on the carriers. Now this
amendment is an increase of $4,335,000. The committee this
vear has reduced the appropriation $3,330,000 from last year's
appropriation for aviation. Now, I think this House ought
to see that when these ships go into commission they will have
the planes that carriers ean accommodate and the planes that
the carriers will have to have to carry what they are built for
and for which we have spent $40,000,000

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows: 1

BALARIES, BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS

Salaries, Navy Depariment: For personal services in the District of
Columbla, in accordance with the eclassification act of 1923, $200,000.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. CEixpeLoM, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported
that that committee having had under consideration the bill
H. R. 15641, had come to no resolution thereon.

The SPEAKER. The bill H. R. 9265, a bill to aunthorize
the construction of cottages at the National Home for Disabled
Volunteer Soldiers at Marion, was referred to the Committee
on Military Affairs, and both chairmen have agreed to a change
of reference to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, and without objection that reference will be made.

There was no objection.

COMPARATIVE NAVAL DATA

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to place
in the Appendix of the Recomp certain tables showing the
different rating between the navies of the world, which 1 think
will be valuable for the debate to-morrow,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, under leave granted to extend my
remarks I insert the following:

D A e e e R e e L P T o e o]
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COMPARATIVE NAvVAL DATA FOR TREATY NAVIES
(Correct as of October 1, 1926)

Comparizon based on ratio of tonnage for capital ships established
by Washington Conference Treaties for Limitation of Naval Armament.

TaBLE L—Personnel (unlimited)

lar estab- Increment

R ent on necessary to

lﬁ:n (ln- basis of 5-5-3- attain the Actuoal reserve
cludin, 1.67-1.67 ratio | 5-5-3-1.67-1.67 personnel
of ons) 1| with British

in regular
Power Empire establishment

ofm- Men offi- Men 25'3 Men Offi- Men

United States__.| 8,531 82,0100 o, 95, 771 12,925 15,1761 27,026
British Empire__| %, 9,302 * 05 835 . 9, 95, None.| None.| ! 10, 565, 342
Inpnma Empire| 17,703 ¢ 68, 5,681| 57,501 None. Nome,| 3, 40, 388
153, 1 009 None., None,| 9 54,000

40, 1 60, 000

mooh " Nowe|

United | British | Japanese
States | Empire Empim France | Italy

4.58 5.00 414 191 1.46
4.3 500 3.56 2,76 2.00

Ratio npplied to capi.ul shapa
by treaty ool 5.00 5.00 3.00 167 167

1 Above figures do not include Marine Corps personnel. The United Siates has
1,100 officers and 17,877 men in the Marine Corps of which 84 officers and 2,177 men
serve afloat. The British Empire has 423 officers and 10,350 men in the royal ma-
rines, of whom 157 officers and 5,085 enlisted men serve apan has no force

to the Marine Corps of the United States and the British Empire.

’Includeslmrmmﬁomoenofaummdmmmdmm under 55
years of

‘lndudasnnastimnwdtntal of 306 officers and ?%mnofmyﬂslrlnmpw—

nghn&val aviation duties. The royal air force is a separate department, rank-
ing with the army and tne navy, and had 3,447 officers including 103 cadets, 28,560
airmen, and 9,804 civilians and nativeson A 31, 1926, BimsintheUthedBtatea,
Japan, 'and France naval-aviation personne !nrms an integral part of the navy, it
seems only fair that the personnel of the British au' l‘oree performing duties in con-
nection with naval aviation should be classed in this comparison. Includes 4,154
merchant marine personnel paid by naval ap suxilisries such
as tankers, craft, hospital ships, fleet service, tugs, etc., which nre manned in
the United ;mbnsandothernavieshvmﬂnrnfﬁmmdmﬂiﬂad 1, except
that an average of 100 civilians are employed under the United tas Navy De-
psnment for yard craft, ferry service, and lighters.
+ Does not include 188 cadets undergoi.nx training in battleships and battle cruisers.
Does include 125 naval constructors and 75 civil engineers., Naval constructors and
civil engineers do not hold commissions in the British Nar;r, but perform duties
similar to those of naval constructors and civil engineers, United States Navy

& Includes 7,481 retired officers and pensioners of all ages and 18,502 retired enhsud

men under 55 years of age.
 Figures as of July 1, 1828, There were 675 officers and 6,100 men in Japanese
naval aviation on Septambm- 1926.
T French total includes 218 officers and 3,650 men in naval aviation.

TasLe I1.—Capital ships (limited)

Built Building
Tonnage | True
Power to be ar- | ratio
Num- | o, Num- "g"d Al o
b ons ey Tons 1941 | 1941
United States. _....---iccoeee 18 | 525,850 | None. | None. | 525,000 5.00
British Empire..._. 122 | 580, 450 12| 70,000 | 525,000 5.00
Japanese Empire... 10 | 301,320 | None. | None, | 315,000 3.00
Firanee.-cilooool 9| 184,544 | None. | None. | 175,000 1.67
Ry e 7| 133,670 | None. | None. | 175, 000 1.67
1 Nelsen and Rodney building to replace A Centurion, King George V, and
Thunderer. When this replacement is eflected capital ship tonnage for Br{ush Em-

pire will be (20 ships) 538,950 tons.

PBritish Empire and Japanese Empire retain four battle cruisers each, United
States retaining none, When Nelson and Rodney are completed, the following status
will obtain:

United | British | Japanese
States | Empire | Empire | France | Italy

Capital ships
Armed wlth 13.4-inch guns
orbeavier. _ ... . ......... 14 20 10 3 0
Armed wil.h 12-inch guns. . 4 0 0 6 7

Following the Washington Conference Treaties for Limitation of Naval Armament
the following capital ships were scrapped:
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TasLe HIL—~Scrapped under treaty terms

Bhips completed Bhips building Total
Power
Number | Tons | Number| Toms |Number| Tons
United States_....... 119 | 289, 580 13 | 552,800 32 | 842,380
British Empire. . .__. 122 | 447,750 None, None. ' 447,750
Japanese Empire .. __ 112 | 192,751 4| 181,958 16 354, 700
FTBOR: oo o None, None. None, None. None. None.
ki R None.| None.| None,| None.| None, None,

1 Includes Oregon and Illinois permitted to be retained for noncombatant gﬂugosas
1Ineludes Lexington and Saratoga which are being eompleted as aireraft 8.
? Includes Collingwood and Colussus permitted to be retained for noncombatant

1 lnduaas Asahi and Shikishima permitted to be retained for noncombatant pur-
poses.
TanrLe IV.—dAircraft carriers (limited)

Totals of Inere-

Bult! | Bulding | Tota |Pomesperi- | Toltl | e
Power carriers | "R pary to
Io‘v]rad aliawn-

Num- |Num-/ Num-| Nums-| ¥ | ance

ber | Lons | po | Tons [Tp0 ™ Tons "3 o0"| Tons | treaty (tons)?
United States.__| 1012, 700{ 3 266, 135, 000 60, 000
British Empire. 467,200 531. 13.":', %.'m
hmnml?. mpire 1 9, i 81, 27, 200
.......... None.|...... 11211 60, 38, 80
Italy ............ Nomne.|__.__. Nope.|...._.|None.|...._..|Nope.|_.__.. 60, 60, 000

Tnited |
‘ég}{'ﬁ g France Ttaly
Actual ratio, mireraft carriers y
built and building, (tons)_____ 2.91 387+ 235 0.78 0.00
owed ratio, aircraft carriers

o) 5.00 5.00 3.00 222 222

1 All experimental with exception of British carrier Furious of 19,100 tons, completed
Eeptember, 1925. Under terms of treaty, experimental carriers may be replaced at
any time, provided total carrier tonnage is not exceeded.

! Maximum individual allowed tonnage of sircraft carriers is 27,000 tons. Most
powers favor smaller carners than this. General board of United States Navy re-
commended in 1925 immediate construction of one 23,000 ton carrier.

! Lexington and Saratoga, which were building as battle cruisers, are being com-
pleted as aircraft carriers
A;S?Fﬂi.‘fﬂm and Glorious. Does not includé one seaplane carrier bullding in

A,

8 Akagi formerl hui!dmg a8 battle cruiser; Kaga, formerly building as battleship,

¢ Bearn, ex-bat

TABLE V.—Modern cruisers (unlimited)
[6-inch to 8-inch guns: 3,000-10,000 tons; 27 knots plus]

Authorized and
Built Building appropriated for
Power
Number | Tons |Number| Tons | Number| *Tons
10| 75,000 2| 20,000 3 30, 000
40 | 164,200 11 | 110,000 3 28, 000
19 | 102,005 6 54, 200 None.
3 16, 731 "0 53, 619 1 10, 000
8 30,784 2 20, 000 None.
Total LT 6 tatio with
Tonnage | 1.67-1.67 ratio wit
basi Britain
Power S0 e
1.67-1.67
Number | Tons Number!, Tons
15 | 125,000 | 332,200 21 207, 290
54 | 332,200 | 332,200 |.......... None
25 | 156,205 | 199,374 4 43,169
10 80,350 | 110,985 3 30, 635
10 | 50,784 | 110,985 6| 60,201

! Number ohtained by dividing tonnage by 10,000 tons, the maximum size cruiser
allowed by trea

3 Does not lm:!udo one mine layer, first line, of 6,740 tons with modern cruiser
characteristics. 22
L ngt include one mine layer, first line, of 4,000 tons with modern eruiser charac-
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TABLE V.—3Modern eridsers (unlimited)—Continued
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JANUARY 6
TasLe VII.—Fleet submarines, first line (unlimited)—Continued

United | British |Japanese
States | Empire | Empire France Ttaly

Actual ratios, modern cruisers:

1.88 5.00 235 1.20 0.76
138 5.00 2,381 0.3 0.9
Capitalship ratio._..... 500 5.00 3.00 167 L67

Tarre VL—Destroyer type, first line (unlimited)

e Lead:m autburi!';g
t and appropria
for, or building

Power

Number | Tons
Number | Tons | Number | Tons

United | British |Japanese -
Btates Empire Empire France Italy :

Actual ratios fleet submarines:
Tonnage 3.32 5.00 6. 81 27T 110
! 2.8] 5.00 7.19 2.19 1.25
Capital ship ratio___ 500 5,00 3.00 1.67 1,67

. TABLE VIIL—Submarines, [irst line
(700 tons plus, 13 knots plus (unlimited))

329,153 None. None.
14, 575 None. None,
£5, A50 4 %
20, 082 9 22,647
18,111 None. None.

BRza23
5

Au(tl.hnrized Eg_ ;t}ag thst;
and appro- -1,67-1.
Bullt priated for Totals naTgeu%.n ratio with
or building basis of | British Empire
Power B-5-3-
y 1.67-
N&’:" Tons NbL:"' Tons 3\‘::_" Tons | 167 Nhr.;n- Tons
United States. 43, 822/None.| None, 50| 43,823 26,40 None.| None.
Britnsh Empire_.| 128 251 1 20| 20, 40  26,040{ None.| None.
I Emplrn. 34,834 & 45 36,497 15,624 None.| None.
Frante. ... ... 119117, 218 26, 621 38| 44,1300 8,607, None.| None.
BERLY | 7, 167 9 7, 145| 18] 14,3 8,697 None.| None,

United | British |Ja
States | Empire | Empire | France | Italy

Total

Leaders Destroyers
Number | Tons
Number | Tons | Number | Tons

TUnited States_. = Noneé bic?:b Nnnles. g.(?led ﬁ?
British Empire. ...

Japanese Egpin ..... M| 20,20 4 7,400 ”
Franee - o 2l 25| 36,560 131 81,791 45
Ny = 15 19,112 8 14, 889 a5

Actual ratios, submarines, first
line:

Tonnage B.41 500 7.00 8.47 275
Number of vessels_____._____. 862 5 00 7.76 6. 55 3.10
Capital ship ratio__ ..o oo os 500 500 3w L67 L6T

! Does not include two 1,600-ton monitor submarines.
* Does not include three mine layers totallng 6,760 tons.
# Does not Include three mine layers totaling 2,670 tons.

Classified as to apeed, 12 knots and above (gross tonnage of ships of
1,000 plus)

United | British | Japanese
States | Empire | Empire | Fronce

Avituai ratios, modern destroyer

;E:ota] combined tonnage ... 7.20 5.00 248 193 LM
Total eembined number of

1 7.30 5.00 26 15 1.14

Capital ship ratio_.._..._.._... S 500 5.00 3.00 L.67 L67

1 int‘ludes 14 t mine la destmyer t Nearly all of these 276 boats which

give the Umr.edugmtea 8 pmm YDG were laid down durlng the World

War in an mmhm. tha erman sub ; many of them

are of hasty mnstmcﬁ.cn. On]y 106 destroyers and six mine lsyers, total 112, are

m ggﬁm Japan | France Italy |Germany

882,900 |5, 537,242 | 746,348 | 657,041 | 506,631 636, B3

611, 067 2,100,820 | 164,888 | 219,760 | 183,817 96, 279

62,140 | 500,488 10,527 | « 67,225 5L, M7 52, 930

113,683 | 235,995 | ... _ ... 60,506 | 81,700 | .. __.. ..

Total__..._.....|1, 608, 850 r!.ua,us [ 921,763 {1,013,532 | 824, 065 786, 013
Tapre IX

A. NAVAL AIR STRENGTH (UNLIMITED)

Data on plane-carrying eapacity of fleets: The following table indi-
cates the airplanes which it is estimated may be carried and launched
for effective attack by combatant ships of the fleets at sea, away from
a coust-defense area of 1,000 miles,

kept in commission. Plane carryin, To at-
:plnclndes one mine layer. mmty Im.i‘fcg cumnts' buj]«f sl mg ?he
Characteristics : Destroyer leaders, 1,500 tons plus; 27 knots plus. s‘:;rg;‘_ 1.67~
Destroyers, first line, 8001500 tons; 27 knots plus. Nation Total | PREity ég‘;
Battle- Battle- m}?‘_’g’ capac-
TaBLE VII.—Flect submarines, first lino (unlimited) Aireraft| ships |Aircraft| ships 31 o7 fity with
carriers| and | carriers, and 167 itish
[Over 1,000 tons each; 20 knots plus], cruisers cruisers Em-
To attain
<y Ton- | Teriar @| 6| 4| i8| | | None
and appro- - L.67-1.6 None
Bult | Plteddor, | Tl | hogeon! ratio with 12) 30| 144 12| 198 175 | Nome
or building basis British 0 n 60 12 49 97 | Nome,
Power of 55- | Empire 0 0 0 4 34 97
. 3-1.67-
! ] 167
Num- Num- Num-| Num- United | British |Japanese
ber | T8 | “per ’Tm" ber | TO78 ber ! | T008 States | Empire | Empire | France | Italy
|
United States........ 16 9,875 3| O 9 115 675 | 28, 565 4| 7,89 | plane Y R 3.05 5.00 3.40 1.70 058
British Empire_._.. b7 {350 | 912215 | 16 (23365 | 23565 [None.[None. | Copital ship Moo oo oo, 500 00| 30| Le&7| Lev
Japanese Empire.._. 6 {10, 110 17 21,070 (23 82,080 | 14,138 |None./None.
FIanoe .z 3| 2,08 410,010 7 112,993 7,870 (None.None.
11 | R R et None. 4 ] 5,200 45200| 7,870 1| 24670 1 Tncludes capacity of three battleships being reconditioned.
| | ? Carrying eapacity of Vindictive, only British ship (battleship or cruiser , having

! Number arrived at by assuming an arbitrary boat tonnage of 2,000 tons,

* Includes T-1, T-2, and T-3, out of commission.

AT not available; includes one mine-laying submarine and two cruiser sub-
murines, V types.

+ Estimated on average basis of 2,000 tons per mmgnes. lor ships building.

i Does not include two 1,600-ton monitor sub:

nms Pianes and platforms on vessels were removed after the World nr; plat-
u]pt and in a short time carrying capacity of battleships and
u-umers would be brought to 120,

Nore.—Possible to attain eapacity by (1) building large aireraft carriers to total
tonnage allowed by treaty; (2) building cruisers to carry planes, cruisers not being
limited as to numbers; and (3) building carriers of less than 10,000 tons displacement,
these not being limited by treaty.
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*  Tapnm TX—Continued
B. GENERAL DATA REGARDING NAVAL AVIATION

United | British |Japanese
States | Empire | Empire Francs | Ttaly
Heavier-than-air craft, exclusive
of school and training_ .. ... ... 212 1120 103 90 175
Heavier-than-air craft in reserve.. 125 120 236 50 ®
Personnel:
O e S e 1662 L 456 675 218
Enlisted men____. .. . __ 13, 587 ‘si)ilﬁ f, 100 3,650 1)
Reserve__ 470 { None. 1,475
2 2 2 L 3
2 2 None. 26 {1

! Approximately 500 additional planes in general service in Royal Air Service.

1 i:{ﬁma&?{n t;ﬂt sgsﬂable‘ .

3 udes Marine personnel.

4 Does not include ﬁnlsu—stlve and other overhead personnel of the Royal Alr
force which serves the fleet air arm, and therefore is not accurate for basis of com
An estimate of personnel required by the British Empire for naval aviation is 1,050
o 0 the ol rigid Los Angel

udes the non tary 408 B8

# The French report that the Mediterranean Is to be scrapped this year. Besides
the Mediterranean they report having 13 nonrigid dirigibles of 3£0,000 cubic feet ca-
pacity; of these, 4 are in ecommission and 9 in reserve.

TasLe X.—Vessels laid down or eppropriated for since Washington
Limitation Conference, February 6, 1922

United British Jepanese
States Empire Empire France Italy
. a a 13 o ala
Type E»ES Bl E Sy E 2 k‘:'...|
g |88 g &2 o |22 o |8 2 82
"’sng"gaa Eng 2l D“g
g &S o (eS| 8 (g |48 @ (82| |z [as
= e = o= f=2) &= e | =}
(|3 |e|3RTe|3<(E|32 |8
Battles[::.i&;i ..... i 2| 2 22 s
A laat alal shsd dalatolal ol
Light (modern)
cruisers, first
Hae: o =atiars 21 3| 5p11 | B 4|12 j12) 8| 1| T 2]....] 2
Croiser mine
P TR ML be WL H | A e 13 1 LS ) | L
lead-
Dgr‘_’f{r ......... — U3 I o L s e R B
Destrurm_....l.i. Lacle 2....] 2|3 | 8|43 |21 | 4|25(16 ...
ines (&
sum)._..(;..- 3|.-.-| 3| 4] 6|10{30| 9(39 |28 |11 30|13 |....] 13
Gunboats__._.... (7 TG R B I 9 M A i > R i P Y LS s s R i SR VAR Meh
Mine sw 8. 6l...] @ L5 I B
Submarine tend-
o1+ P Sl RS 1S =l (0 U (o T e o E ) ] W o - T T [t i
Tankers__ tisutid 3|| 3] 1] 2| 3| &4|....
Bupply ships A SRR NS B 1) LD P (A5 o e 5 ¢ 2] 3
Total 18 37 118 88t | a
1 Lexington and Saratoga.

1 Courageous and Glorious.

i Akagi and Kaga.

« Emerald and Enterprise were laid down prior to conference and are not Included,
# River gunboats, :

¢ Both mine sweepers and mine layers,

TasLe XI.—Merchant marine of chief nations—I1,000 tons and above
gross tonnage (July 1, 1926)

[Merchant ships, though not an active part of peace-time navies, are a
vital part of war-time navles, The fact that merchant vessels consti-
tute a powerful naval reserve I8 often overlooked]

United States British Empire Japan
Merchant vessels = =
Ng- Tonnage ! buo?- Tonnage b":f" Tonnage
Polal <o 2,200 | 11,089,753 | 4,473 | 20, 184, 154 900 | 8,583,830
PRV R —— 842 | 3,757,083 1, 203, 697 135 53,270
France Italy Germany
Merchant vessels N N .
l:;ﬂ " | Tonnage f:' Tonnsge | “por* | Tonnage
................ 746 672 | 3,000,855 2, 600, 347
3 vl AR TN 42 91,713 130 85, 521 (0] [0)
1 Shipping on Great Lakes not included.
: Figures m g l‘.}ovm]?:*‘l
¢ No data available.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the Hounse do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 5T
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Friday,
January 7, 1927, at 12 o'clock noon,

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

Mr, TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com-
mittee hearings scheduled for Friday, January 7, 1927, as
reported to the floor leader by clerks of the several committees:

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
(10 a. m.)

To create a Federal farm board to aid in' the orderly market-
ing and in the control and disposition of the surplus of agricul-
tural commodities by means of the establishment of Federal
agricultural export corporations for the basic agricultural com-
modities (H. R. 15655).

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
(10.30 a. m.)
Commerce Department appropriation bill, :
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND OURRENCY
(10.30 a. m.)
To amend the Federal farm loan act (H. R. 15540).
COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS
(10.30 a. m.)
hu’{‘o hear Maj. Gen. Fox Connor on the Army appropriation

COMMITTEE ON WORLD WAR VETERANS' LEGISLATION
(10.30 a. m.)

To nuthorize an appropriation to provide additional hospital
and ount-patient dispensary facilities for persons entitled to
liospitalization under the World War veterans’ act, 1924 (H. R.
15663).

For Moxpay, JANUARY 10
COMMITTEE ON CENSUS
(10 a. m.)

To consider reapportionment of Members of the House of
Representatives among the several States.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clanse 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

846. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation
pertaining to the legislative establishment, Library of Con-
gress, for the fiscal year 1928, in the sum of $10,380 (H. Doc.
No. 627) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed. -

847. A letter from the chairman of the United States Ship-
ping Board, transmitting a report of claims arbitrated or
seftled by agreement from Oectober 16, 1925, to October 15,
1926, by the United States Shipping Board and for United
States Shipping Board Emergency ¥leet Corporation; to the
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

848. A message from the President of the United States,
transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation for the
Department of Commerce, for export industries, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1928, amounting to $50,000 (H. Doc. No.
628) ecl to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

849. A message from the President of the United States,
transmitting a deficiency estimate of appropriation for the
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, for the
fiscal years 1923, 1924, and 1926, amounting in the aggregate
to $96,303.11 (H. Doc. No. 629) ; to the Committee on Appro-
priations and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
— RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. WOOD: Committee on Appropriations, H. R. 15959,
A bill making appropriations for the Executive Office and sun-
dry independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and
offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1928, and for other
purposes ; without amendment (Rept. No. 1681). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.
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Mr. SWOOPE: Committee on Invalid Pensions, H. R, 13451,
A bill to increase the pensions of certain maimed veterans who
have lost limbs or have been totally disabled in the same, in
line of duty, in the military or naval service of the United
States; and to amend section 4788 of the Revised Statutes of
the United States by increasing the rates therein for artificial
limbs ; without amendment (Rept. No. 1682). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr., HILL of Maryland: Committee on Military Affairs.
H. R. 1130. A bill anthorizing the Secretary of War to donate
to the Wayne County Counecil of the Veterans of Foreign Wars
of Detroit, State of Michigan, two brass cannons or fieldpieces;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1683). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HAUGEN: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 11423, A
bill to facilitate and simplify the work of the Department of
Agriculture in certain cases; with amendment (Rept. No. 1684).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. McSWAIN: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 13050.
A hill releasing and granting to the State of Utah and the
University of Utah any and all reversionary rights of the
United States in and to the grounds now occupied as a campus
by the University of Utah; with amendment (Rept. No. 1685).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. PURNELL: Committee on Ag-riculture. H. R. 15649, A
bill to provide for the eradication or conirol of the European
corn borer; without amendment (Rept. No. 1686). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HILL of Alabama : Committee on Military Affairs. H. J.
Res. 318. A joint resolution to authorize the Secretary of War
to lend tentage, cots, and blankets for the use of the Virginia
Department of the Veterans of Foreign Wars at its annual
encampment, June, 1927 ; without amendment (Rept. No. 1687).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. WURZBACH : Committee on Military Affairs. H. R.
11321, A bill for the purchase of land for use in connection
with Camp Marfa, Tex.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1688).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII.

Mr. HAUGEN: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 14865. A
bill for the relief of George H. Cecil; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1689). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House,

ADVERSE REPORTS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII.

Mr. GRAHAM : Committee on the Judiciary. H. Res. 353. A
resolution to obtain certain information from the Treasury De-
partment ; adverse (Rept. No. 1690). Laid on the table,

CHANGE OF REFERENCH

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re-
ferred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 14288) granting a pension to Mary M. Goodwin ;
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 15637) for the relief of David Parrett; Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

A bill (H. R. 15855) for the relief of Clifford J. Sanghove°
Committee on Claims discharged, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 8 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. WOOD: A bill (H. R. 15959) making appropriations
for the Hxecutive Office and sundry independent executive
bureaus, boards, commissions, and all offices for the fiscal year
ending June 80, 1928, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee of the W]mle House on the state of the Union,
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By Mr. ACKERMAN: A bill (H. R. 15960) granting permis-
sion to the city of Plainfield, N. J., to widen Bast Second Street

-alongside of the Federal post-oiﬁce building, and for other

purposes ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. HILL of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 15961) for the for-
feiture of pay of retired officers under certain conditions; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. JAMES: A bill (H. R. 15962) to determine the
length of service of Army officers; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

By Mr. CRISP: A bill (H. R. 15963) to establish a Federal
farm board in the Department of Agriculture to aid the indus-
try of agriculture to organize effectively for the orderly mar-
keting and for the control and disposition of the surplus of
agricultural commodities; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mrs. ROGERS: A bill (H. R, 15964) to amend the World
War compensation act as amended ; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BRAND of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 15965) granting
relief to veterans of the World War; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. . 15066) granting relief to
veterans of the World War; to the Commitiee on Ways and

Means.

By Mr. GLYNN: A bill (H. R. 15967) to fix the term of active
duty for members of the Officers’ Reserve Corps; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R, 15068) to provide for the preparation of
evidence for the Government in cases of alleged patent in-
fringement ; to the Committee on l.[.mtary Affairs.

By Mr, LEA of California: A bill (H. R. 15969) authoris*ing
the attorney of the State of California as prochein ami of the
Indians of California to bring sunit in the Court of Claims;
to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 15970) authorizing appro-
priation of funds for construction of a highway from Red
Lodge, Mont.,, to the boundary of the Yellowstone National
Park near Cooke City, Mont. ; to the Committee on Roads.

By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: A bill (H. R. 15971)
providing for the men who served with the American Expedi-
tionary Forces in Burope during the World War as civilian
employees of the Hngineer Department, United States Army,
the status of Army field clerks, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr, SMITH: A bill (H. R. 15972) providing for a grant
of land in Idaho to the Oregon Trail Memorial Association of
New York, N. Y. (Inc.), on which to erect a monument mark-
ing the site of Fort Hall; to the Committee on the Publie
Lands,

By Mr. JOHNSON of Sonth Dakota: A bill (H. R. 15973)
authorizing an appropriation of $6.000,000 for the purchase of
feed and seed grain to be supplied to farmers in the crop-
failure areas of the United States, said amount to be expended
under the rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary of
Agriculture; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MORIN: A bill (H. R. 15974) providing retirement
for persons who hold licenses as navigators or engineers who
have reached the age of 64 years and who have served 25 or
more years on seagoing vessels; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

By Mr. GRAHAM (by request) : A bill (H. R. 15975) pro-
viding for the punishment of persons escaping from Federal
penal or correctional institutions, and for other purposes: to the
Committee on the Judiciary..

By Mr. PORTER : Resolution (H. Res. 360) providing for the
consideration of the concurrent resolution (H, Con. Res, 43)
requesting the President to propose the calling of a third Hague
conference for the codification of international law; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. DOUGLASS : Resolution (H. Res. 361) requesting the
President, the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Commerce,
and the Secretary of Labor jointly to furnish to the House of
Representatives certain facts concerning immigration quotas; to
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. HAUGEN: Resolution (H. Res. 362) to provide for
the consideration of the bill H. R. 15649, entitled “A bill fo
provide for the eradication or control of the European corn
borer ”; to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. MADDEN : Resolution (H. Res. 363) providing for
the payment of $213.33 to D. A. Maynard as one month's salary
as clerk to the late Hon. Charles E, Fuller; to the Committee
on Accounts.

By Mr. GRAHAM : Resolution (H. Res. 364) for the consid-1
eration of H. B. 8902: to the Committee on Rules.
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MEMORIALS
TUnder clause 3 of Rule XXII, memorials were presented and
referred as follows:
Memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, favor-
ing the passage of 8. 4808, regarding farm legislation; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ACKERMAN: A hill (H. R. 15976) providing for the
examination and survey of the Elizabeth River, Elizabeth,
N. J.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. ADKINS: A bill (H. R. 15977) granting an increase
olf pension to Mamie Lewis; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
E10n8,

By Mr. BARKLEY: A bill (H. R. 15978) for the relief of
Bondurant, Callaghan, Cheshire & Co., a partnership; to the
Committee on Claims,

By Mr. BEGG: A bill (H. R. 15979) granting an increase of
pension to Catharine Alter; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
gions.

By Mr. BLOOM: A bill (H. R, 15980) granting a pension to
Helen C. Smith ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H, R. 15981) to authorize certain
officers of the United States Navy and Marine Corps to accept
certain decorations conferred upon them by the Government of
Greece ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. CHAPMAN: A bill (H. R. 15982) granting an in-
crease of pension to Sarah E. Stigers; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DALLINGER: A bill (H. R. 15983) for the relief of
Mary Martin Harrison, mother of the late Henry Hartwell
Harrison, ensign, United States Navy, Aviation Service; to the
Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. GAMBRILL: A bill (H. R. 15984) for the relief of
Oll‘iv]enr C. Macey and Marguarite Macey; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. GLYNN: A bill (H. R. 15985) granting an increase of
pension to Elizabeth M. Fox; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. GREENWOOD: A bill (H. R. 15986) for the relief
of Homer C. Rayhill; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. KELLY: A bill (H. R. 15987) granting a pension
to Clara E. Campbell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KIEFNER: A bill (H. R, 15988) granting an increase
of pension to Arttie Bennett; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. KIRK: A bill (H. R. 15989) granting a pension to
Camillus Arnett; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. LINTHICUM: A bill (H. R. 15990) granting six
mgnths’ pay to Maria J. McShane; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs.

By Mr. LITTLE: A bill (H. R. 15991) granting a pension to
Emma J, Miller; to the Conunittee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H, R. 15992) granting a pension to Florence G.
Brooks; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 15993) granting a pension to B. C. Strie-
gel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 15994)
granting a pension to Elizabeth B. Fletcher; to the Committea
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 15995) granting an increase of pension to
Mary E. Perky; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 15996) granting a pension to Gus Pike;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McLEOD: A bill (H. R. 15997) granting an Increase
of pension to Kate V. Scheyer; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 15998) grant-
ing a pension to John C. Brennesholtz; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. REED of New York: A bill (H. R. 15999) granting
an increase of pension to Mary T. Bailey; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 16000) granting an increase of pension
to Rosetta Hamilton ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16001) granting an increase of pension
to Huldah E. Lewis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16002) granting an increase of pension
to Louise Spade; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 16003) granting an increase of pension
to Susan C. Stanley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16004) granting an increase of pension
to Mary 8. Steval; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

1199

Also, a bill (H. R. 16005) granting an Inerease of pension
to Anna L. Stevens; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16008) granting an increase of pension to
Alice J. McClelland ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ROBINSON of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 16007) granting
on increase of pension to Douglass Smith; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 16008) granting an increase of
pension to Clara J. Eldredge; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. SOMERS of New York: A bill (H. R. 16009) for the
relief of Sophie Caffrey; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SPEAKS: A bill (H. R. 16010) granting an increase
of pension to Ida Howard; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. TOLLEY: A bill (H. R. 16011) granting an increase
of pension to Pauline A. Clark; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 16012) granting
a pension fo Ravon Cawood; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 16013) for the relief of J. H.
Baker on account of loss sustained by the burning of his barn
by Luther Campbell, Wichita Indian; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. TYDINGS: A bill (H. R. 16014) for the relief of
Stewart Distilling Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: A bill (H. R, 16015) granting an in-
crease of pension to Sarah Ann Lehman; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions. .

Also, a bill (H. R. 16016) granting a pension to Effie Nichols;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

4467. By Mr. ARNOLD : Petition from citizens of Annapolis,
111, urging the passage of pension legislation for the relief of
Civil War veterans and their widows; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

4468, Also, . petition from citizens of Mount Vernon, IIL,
recommending pension legislation in behalf of Civil War vet-
erans and their widows; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

4469. By Mr. CHALMERS: Petition signed by several hun-
dred constituents from Toledo, Ohio, protesting against the
compulsory Sunday observance bills; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

4470, Also, petition signed by several constituents of Ohio
pertaining to pension bill; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions, 2

4471. By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petition of certain
residents of Racine County, Wis., protesting against the passage
of House bill 10311, known as the compulsory Sunday observ-
ance bill; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

4472, By Mr. GALLIVAN : Petition of Miss Elfin M. Harmon,
18 Van Winkle Street, Dorchester, Mass., urging prompt enact-
ment of proper legislation to clear up the situation regarding
radio broadeasting; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries,

4473. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of the Oklahoma State
Highway Commission, urging support of Senate bill 3889, a
bill providing that interstate bridges not subject to the regula-
tion of the Secretary of War shall be placed under the juris-
diction of the Interstate Commerce Commission; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

4474, Also, resolutions adopted by the National Association
of Commissioners, Secretaries, and Departments of Agriculture,
Chicago, I11, urging the enactment of legislation in the interests
of the agricultural industry; to the Committee on Agriculture.

4475. By Mr. HALL of Indiana: Petition of Arthur Tate and
20 members of civilian clubs of National Rifle Association,
asking for an appropriation of $200,000 as an aid to civilian
clubs of National Rifle Association as an amendment to Army
appropriation bill; to the Committee on Appropriations.

4476. By Mr. HERSEY: Petition of C. A. Sawyer and 15
others, urging pension legislation for veterans of Civil War and
their widows ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

4477. By Mr. HOOPER : Petition of 0. V. LaBoyteaux and
85 other residents of Hillsdale County, Mich., favoring pending
legislation to increase the rates of pension of Civil War vet-
erans, their widows, and dependents; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

4478. By Mr. KINDRED : Petition of the Medical Society of
the County of Kings, N, Y. condemning the specialized
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medicine of the Sheppard-Towner maternity type, and urging
the United States Congress to work and vote against the per-
petuation of this measure through appropriate bills; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, .

4479. By Mr. LITTLIE: Petition signed by six citizens of
Bethel and Muncie, Kans., urging faverable consideration of the
Lankford Sunday rest bill for the Distriet of Columbia ; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

4480. By Mr. NELSON of Missouri: Petition signed by C. B.
Bass and 20 others, in support of Civil War peusion bill; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

4481, Also, petition signed by Mrs. Anna M. Leffert and many
others, in support of Civil War pension bill; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

4482. By Mr. O’'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the Fed-
eral Council of the Churches of Christ in America, favoring the
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r&guftlon of naval armaments; to the Committee on Naval
AITQITS,

4483. Also, petition of William J. Glacken, president Rugby
National Bank, of Brooklyn, N. Y,, favoring the passage of the
McFadden banking bill without the Hull amendments; to the
Committee on Baoking and Currency.

4484, Also, petition of the Fred Rueping Leather Co., of New
York, favoring the passage of House bill 3783; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Meaus.

4485. By Mr. SMITH : Petition of Hon. R. M. McCracken and
15 other citizens of Boise, Idaho, urging the enactment of
legislation for the relief of Indian war veterans, their widows,
and dependents; to the Committee on Pensions.

4486. By Mr. SWING : Petition of certain residents of Arling-
ton, Calif., urging the passage of the Civil War pension bill; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
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